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Income of People Aged 65 and Oldex:
Overview From 1968 Survey of the Aged

FORMAL RETIREMENT PROGRAMS at the
close of 1967 were paying basie benefits to about
9 in every 10 married couples with one or both
members aged 65 or older and 9 in 19 nonmarriad
persons of that age. Old-age, survivors, dis-
abiiity, and liealth insurance (OASDII), as ihe
basic income-maintenance program for the elderly
in this country, provided regulav bercfits o
more than 5 million counles and 7. million 1on-
married persons, nany of thery widewed, and spe-
cial benefits to an additional R00,000. . Jogram:
for railroud and government workers afforded
basic support for an additional half-million aged
units and some income foi nesrly 1 millien
OASDHT beneficiavy anits.  Private pensions
supplement=d the QASDIIT Lenefits of almost 1.8
willion aged units.

Most of tle 700,000 men sged 65 and over and
seme of the agad women receiving no benefits
under these publie prograims cold liave drawn
such Lenelits had they not continued at regular
jobs. Pullic assistance previded the entive sup-
port—or practically all of it—for atxut 600,000
nonmartied persgis--uicstly aged widows and a
fes couples not eligible for OASIDLIT henefits,

Lhote on the OASDI rolis were a a1 from
homogenenis group. More than one-fifth of all
beneliciary couples had less than $2,000 in 1067
incoines amd nearly one-tenth had .t least $7,500.
Among beneficiavies without spouses, three-fifths
of the women and two-fift's of the men had less
than $1,5%, r1d about 1 in 25 reported £5,000 or
more. Mad favorably situated were those who
supplencented their benefits with e.enings ov were
entided to a second pension.

Abou: two-fifths of the aged heneficiary couples
had the hmshand, the wife, or botl: members work-
ing--most often the hushiid, Median income for
couples with eny earnings to supplecient then
vetivensent benefits was $5,100. One-fourth of the

' Director, Divisfon of Retirement sad  Surviver
Ntudies. 'atience Lauriat and Janet 1. Murray co)-
laborated In developing malerinls for the article  Ger-
trude R Welss revlewed the article at reveral ~tngea
and suggestel mAny improvements,
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EN{C'"" from Social Security Bulletin, Apri] 1970,

by LENOQRE E. BIXBY*

beneficiary couples had more than one pension,
with private pensions outnumbering government
pensions, more than 2 to 1. Median incomes were
$4,360 for those who had a second public pension
and $4,040 for those who also received a pension
from private industry.

Women greatly outirmmber men in the entire
rged population and among the benefiviaries of
OASDHI Many of the 5.6 million women bene-
ficiaries without husbands were widows, often
past age 3. Their OASDHI benefits were low,
they seldom worked, and they had little retire-
ment income in addition 1o GCASDHI. As a 1e-
sult, half of them had total incomes belov: §1,300
and only 111 16 had as much as §4 000, One in
10 tmmed to welfare agencies for cash support.

Veterans™ henefits provided an important sup-
plement for some aged beneficiavies. Many re-
ceived some income from assets, but {he amounts
of these supplements were nsually small. On the
whole, OASDIII beuieficiuvies who were not work-
i1 or who did not have a seeend pension had
low incomes. One-fourth of the couples on the
OASDHI rolls and two-fifths of the nonmarried
depended on OASDIII for aimost their entire
suppe.t (all but €300 a person for the year).
Half the Deueficiaries without spouses had no
more than 500 in income from any other sonr-e,
irciuding public assistance payw ~nts, which are
subject to & mewis test. Nearly half the couples
mnd three-fifths of the nonmarriad Leaeficiaries
were practically withont retirement income except
for their benefit.

By 1967 the group of elerly people not re-
ceiving vegular OASDIT retirement benefits was
reduced to one-sixth of the population aged 63
and over. Nome of tlose not drawing benefits
were earning and probably cliose fc postpone
retirenient.  Cont’nuing work with fairly high
earnings was manch more comuion for married
couples than for those not married. Nearly two.
thirds of the married couples not on the OASDIIL
rolls had incomes of §1,000 or more. Those with
mt employed member had a medisn income of
$7,600. Most of the other couples not on the
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OASDIHI volls received a peusion. It wvas likely
to be larger than an OASDIII benetit, so that the
median income for this small group was $3,750
compared  with £2,750 for Deneficiary couples
withent a second pension,

Least well-ofl of any group of the aged were
the 1.1 million wonien without husbands who
were not on the QASDHI rolls, nearly half of
whom had incomes of less than $1,000. Some of
them were living with relatives who provided o
home and food. Some were getting other public
pensions ud they presmmably had relativily
higher incomes. More than two-fifths of them,
however, had 1o furn to public assistance for their
win support, and atmong those aged 73 and over
nearly 60 percent were receiving public assistance
payments,

I the aggrepate, retivement berefits provided
the largest share of the inconme of the aged pepu-
Tation in 1967, QOASDHI alone accounted for 26
percent of the total inconic of tlie aged and other
vetirement programs were the source for 11 percent
of the total, when the estimate of total income in-
corporates data from the Interna} Revenue Serv-
ice and administrative agency records, arnings
provided. 30 percent of the fotal, and assets
yielded 25 percent. Al other sonrces—ineluding
veterans' bevefits, public assistance, and personal
contributions from relatives 1ot in ths lome—
made up the remaining 8§ pereent,

The findings on income size and weceipt are from
the second nationwide Suvvey of the Aged nnder-
takien by the Social Security Administration. The
1968 Survey of the Demoaraphic and Ecoromic
Charneteristies of the Aged (DECA) was de-
signed to provide dafa similar to those fronn the
1963 Survey of the Aged! on work expetience,
income, living arrangements, and certain (ypes
of assets, for persons aged 65 and over and theic
Spouses.

CONCEPTS AND DEFINITIONS

The Survey was thmed to provide up-to-date
information for use liy fhe 1962-70 Advisory
Council on Social Security in their veview of
benefit-leve) adequaey, It was thus impractical

VLenore A. Epstein avd Janet H. Murray, The Agcd
Popxtatinn of the Uniled Stafcs: The 1963 Koclal “ceu-
rily Swrvey of the Aged (Research Report No, 19),
RBoclal Fecurlty Administeation, 30605,
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to mount a special study fhat would also cover
those aged 62-64, as in the 1963 study.

The 1968 Survey of fhe Aged is based on
supplementa! questions asked in the monthly Cur-
vent Medicare Survey (CMS), established by the
Social Seeurity Administration to provide cur.
vent estimates of the hospital and medical serv-
ices used and charges inenrred in the program of
health insurance for the aged. The DECA ques-
tions were asked of two CMS samples—ilic out-
woing 1967 panel and the new 1968 panel. The
reference period for the questions was the calen-
dar year 1967. As stated in the Teclinical Note
that follows the article, the DECA sample cou-
sisted of 9,128 persons, of whom 8248 were in-
terviewed,

I'nlike the 1963 Snrvey of the Aged, whieh
was conducted by the Bureau of the Census acting
as agent for the Social Security Administration
in collecting and fabnlating the dats, the 1968
Survey questionunives were administered by the
Bureau of the Census bot processed by the Sceijal
Security  Administration.  'The eccnomie and
demozraphic data are being tabulated separately
from the regular CMS data. Social Secnrity Ad-
ministration record data have been combined with
mterview data to support analyses of progrim
issies, Cross-tabulations ave being prepared by
stze and type of OASDHI benefit, date of entitle-
ment, and wheilier or not the person elected an
aetaarial reduction in his benefit to obfain it
hefore age G5,

The sample universe consisted of persons aged
65 and older, but the basic unit for inferview and
analysis was defined, as it was in 1963, as a mar-
ried couple Niving together, with at least one memn-
ber agred 65 or older, or an individur) aged 65 o1
older who was widowed, divoreed, living apart
from his <pones; or never married.

Since the estimates in this report are based en a
sample, they may Jiffer somewhat from the fig.
ures that would have been obtained in a census,
Hote preliminary estimates of the sampling vari-
ability of the survey 1esults are given in (he
Technical Note (page 28), with a summary of the
characteristics of nnits repoiting total income.

Measuring [ncome $ize

Every etfort—short of assigning values on the
hasis of demographic characteristics—was made

SOCIAL SECURITY
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to build up a tofal income profile. Nevertheless,
about one-fifth of the nonmarried and one-fourth
of the married vouples are excluded from the
distributions by income size and income shares
beciuse of failure fo report on crucial income
items.

Inforination on fotal income from assefs was
most often missing, even though income at the
rate of 4 percent of value was hnputed when a
finaucial asset liolding was reported and there was
no entry for income accruing fromt such assets.
Fertunsately, reporting on receipt of most other
types of income is relatively complete.

Information on income size is of great irpor-
tance as an indicator of the level of living. In-
fornmtion o receipt of income from certain
sources is by itself highly significant because the
source indicates vhether or not the income is
likely to continie throughout retirement or
widowhood. Thus, the small group of fully eni-
Ployed among the aged have nmel more ineome
than the retired, but only a negligible nuuber
ciie count o continuing enploynient or self-en-
ployment for the remainder of their lives. Eu-
titleinent to pensions is therefore decisive, and
their size, of course, controls tha levil of living
that can be achieved in retirement by all hut the
exceptional unit with large holYings of income-
producing assels.

Siuce income size aud source arve interrelated,
the snurce data are suggestive of size. The serious-
ness of the gaps in reporting on size of total
noney income is alleviated by the fact that dis.
tributions of units Ly income size and by type of
income have heen prepared for many subgronps
in the population—those receiving different types
and combinations of pensions, those with and
without work exporience, and those with and
without public assistance—not only for all aged
units but also for those with end without
OASDHI lenefits. Here attention is called to
the main relationships and 1o differences related
to age. Subsequent articles will explore the de-
tailed interrelatiorships of inenme size and sonrce.

Defining Incoma

Iiccme is defined, ss in Bureauw of the Census
surveys, to include money income received in (he
survey year from the following sources:

{1} Farninge, including money wages or salary
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before doductions for taxes, bonds, insurance, pen-
sions, ete, anld net income from farm and nonfarm
self-employment (gross cash receipts minus operatirg
expenses) ;

(2) rethewment benefits, Including OASDIII benefits,
benefits under other public programs (for raflroad
workess, Federal, State, and local government em-
plogecs, 1nd retired members of the Armed Forces),
aml private gronp pensions pald by a former ewm-
ployer ¢r urton direcily or through an insurance
cempany ;

(&) vetcrans' benefits—Including compensation for
scrvice-connected dlsability or death and pensions
for non service-connected dlsability or death:

(4) pullic assistance payments (excluding vendor
medical payments) ;

(5) intome from assets, in the form of {nterest (on
bonds cr savings), dividends from stock holdings or
membership in associations and cooperatives, and
net rer.ts from rental of houses, apartments, busi-
ness buildings and vacant lots, or from rooms and
boarders;

{6) caxh contributions from relatives or friends not
living in the housechold; and

(%) all other money incume (except from relatives
in the hounsehold), fucluding unemploFment Insurance
lienefits, workmen's compensation, private welfare
or rellef, and private annuities.

The money income concept used as a classifice-
tion variable for the data obtained in this survey
provides comparability with other surveys. .Al-
though a case can be made for a more inclusive
income concept, many of the possible additions
P esert problems of measurement and interpre-
totion.

Proposals are often made for additions to the
inconie concept to take into account factors that
enable people fo live better than seems possihle
on fheir money incomes. Sowe of the proposed
additions—snch s capital gains, expense accounts,
and stock options—result irom developments in
the tax structure and acerue largely to the well-
to-do.? Perhaps even more widespread are fringe
Dhenefits such s employer contributions o health
aud pension plans and governmeni contributions
to health insurance for the aged. They present
relatively minor measurement problems Lecause
they can be expressed in doMars. If these “non-
income fiows” were to be counted as income, a
major change in the definition applicable to all
inconie levels would be required. More difficult
to cxpress in money values are additions to (he

2 Nationil Bureau of Fconom!c Research Ine., Nae
Chatlcnges for Economlc Rcscarch, Forty-Ninth Annual
Report, October 106%, page 08,
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level of living that iy result fro.n occupying
owned homes or sharing living quarters with
velatives. Gifts of focd or clothing present similar
problems tnough they are probably of less megui-
tude among the aged. Can these items be valued
and should they be added to 1he income ac ount
as a kind of noumorney income?

The measurement problem is obvious. It seems
unlikely that respondents caa put vaines on their
homes, and especially on iheir rights to shared
qunters with any reasonable level of precision.

The conceptual problem can be stated as fol-
lows: Granted that occopying owned homes or
sharing living quarters raises levels of living
above what would have been achieved if these
goods were purchased out of money income, do
they raise it by the full amount of their value?
Or, fo put it another way, granted that receipt
of these goods frees some cash fov ofher purposes,
does it free cash equal to their full valae? If, for
example, a family with a very low income lives
vent-free in luxnrious quarters, the family is
spared paying rent but does not have the large
money value of its accotnmodations free in cash
for other uses. Aged couples who continue to
accupy hontes that they bought to accommodate
their growing children and that are now worth
more flian they would choose to pay in rent arn
in a similar, thongh less extreme, position. Put-
ting a money valie on shared living quarters
would be even more diffieult.

Becanse of these questions (or problems), oc.
cupancy of owned homes and shared living quar-
ters are not evalnated as additions to income hut
are presenfed as aspects of the way the nged popn-
lation lives, A Jater article will present informa-
tion on the extent of shaved living quarters when
incomes are relatively high or low. This infor-
mation should throw some light on whether home
sharing is voluntary—reflecting ties of aflection—
or involuntavy, either because health does not
permif living alone or as n way of compensating
for low income. Data on the extent of home-
ownetship and the amount of home equity will
also be presenfed as part of a later analvsis of
nsset holdings,

Description of the Aged Population

As of the end of 1967, the United States popit-
Tation included an estimated 19.3 million persons
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aged 65 or older. Nearly 3 out of 5 of them were
women {chart 1). Among the men, a'mast 3 out
of & were married, bot only about 1 ount of 3
women was among the married, as the following
lignres show. More than half the women but less
than one-fifth of the men were widowed. Only a
small proportion of men or women were divereed,
separated, e never married:

! Men '\\'nmen

ol

Maritul status

Total umlxr (in thousands). _.

Vereent... ... .o ) 1()0L 100
Married, spouse peesent.. ... ... L. L. L. 72 34
Nonmarried. . w8 @

‘{dowed 18 51

Other ... , 10 12

These aged, together with their wives or hus-
bands who had nol yet reached age 65, made up
the 158 million agad units in the survey. .i"most
half fhe wnits (7.4 million) were normarried
womnen, of whom 6.0 million were videws. The
6.4 million married couples formed the next
largest group {chart 1). Men who had never
married or weve no longer living with a spouse
numbered barely 2.4 million, or 15 percent of all
units,

Age ¢f units~—Most DECA tabulations to date
lhiave been prepared for the {wo broad age groups
65-72 and 73 and over.® As in the 1963 Survey,
73 was wused for (he start of the second broad
classification, so that persons subject to the ean.
ings or retirement test under the OASDHI pro-
gram coald be distingnished from those not sib-
ject 1o that test for at least a full year. Under the
program, insured workers {and their dependents
and survivors) may draw benefits regardless of
their earnings when they reach age 72. Until
that nge, the earaings test operates to reduce
Lenefits when earnirgs exceed n specified sum—
$1,500 in 1967. Morcover, the 73-nud-over nge
tlassification lielps to identify persons receiving
cash benefits nnder the 1ransitional insured.-slatus
and “specisl age-72" provisions of the Social
Security Aci.

This age classification conveniently divides
the total sample into nhnost equal parts. (The

YFor martled couples, age refers to that of the hus-
band, It known and If he s aged 65 or older; f.r 1 per.
cent the age of the unit §s that of the wife.
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AR 1. “Far AcED Porunation, 1067
11.2 MILLION WOMEN 8.1 MILLION MEN

WIDOWED MARRIEL

MARRIED

MILLION /

T

(‘“‘\\“
74— &\\\ (_A—_\
6— §& MONBENEFICIARIES

5 b= OTHER®

BENEFICIARIES

—N
MW

L

7.4 million 6.0 million 2.4 millicn
NONMARRIED MARRIED NONMARRIED
WOMEN COUPLES MEN

¢ Reprexents unite pecelving Srst bensBte after January 1067 and npecial age 72 beneSclarles.
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more conventional classification at age 70 or 75
would not have divided it evenly.)

Slightly more than half of all aged units were
aged 73 or over. As would he expected, couples
were more often in the younger group, aged 65~
2. Noumarried units umong both wen and
women were nuich more likely to be in the older
group:

Percent o!aged units by nge and marlta! status

Afe Nonmarrie ) pe; sons
Totsl Married e -
couples 1
Men Women
63 or aldcr .. 100 3& 15 h 47
68-72...... 18 23 19
3 and over. 82 13 9 l 28

These velationships are a function of {he life
exele. As the couple ages, there is more proba-
bility tlint one spouse will die, leaving the other
widowe 1.

OASDHT beneficiary stafus-—More than 13.6
million married couples and nonmarried persons
aged 63 and over, or 86 percent of all aged units,
were receiving cash benefits under the QASDIII
program at the end of 1967.4

'The following subgroups, included in this total,
are omitted when the economic resources of bene-
ficiaries are considered: (1) about 375,000 units
that received their trst benefit after January
1967 predominantly married beneficiaries aged
65-72—and (2) nbout (75,000 units aged 72 or
older (four-fifths of them nonmarried women)
not vegularly insured but evtitled to the specinl
low-rate benefit under the 1965 and 1966 nmend-
ments® Together these two groups of units com-
prised nbout 5 percent of both the couples and tle
nonmarried men, and nearly 10 percent of tle
nonmarried women (table § of ¢ Technieal
Note). ‘Fbeir inclusion with regular beneficiaries
who drew a first cash benefit before 1967 would
have distorted comparisons lDelween regular

Not classifled as beneficiarler fur DECA purposes
were those §nsured workers enrolled for Medicare who
could have drawn cash benefits In the survey year if
the} had not chosen to continue 1o work

“In 1967 the rpeclal benefit was §3% per month for an
eligidle person (85250 for a couple). The statutory
minlianm was $14 for & worker retiring at age 63 or
later and half a< much for a wife) and the maxlmum
possible amount was about $140 for a worker who ie-
Q7 in 1960 after reaching nge 65

TasLe 1.—Incorae size: Percentnge distribution of aged units
by money incoma class, !

N " Nonmarried persans

Total money [nrome ..‘:QH; ‘J)’fﬁss B T
Total | Men [Wcmen

Nuniber (in thouss ads):
otal........... ...l 15,779 5,969 | 9,789 | 2,3% 7.434
Reporting on Income. . 12,186 Q7 7,770 1,85 5,818
Percent of uniic w | | | | 0
Less than $1,000.. 21 3 7 YR
9. . R 19 6 26 23 2
. 4 1 16 18 15
R 10 12 30 18 8
7 11 1Y 7 4
8 1 3 4 3
4 9 2 3 1
€ i 3 [} 2
7 15 2 3 2
7 8098 ] 7 1 2 1
10,000-14,909. 2 3 1 1 1
13,000 or more.... ... ... 1 2 1 1 1
Median income.......... ... ' $1,828 ‘ 13,373 | 41,306 | $1,602 | #1227

OASDH! beneficiaries and those not receiving
henefits,

SIZE AND SOURCE OF INCOME

A few of the aged had very large incomes
in 1967, but for the wajority the income level
was low. The 3 percent with incomes of $10,000
or more represents a small rumber cotmpared with
the 44 percent classified as poor and 11 percent
as near poor, on the basis of income thresholds
developed by the Socinl Security, Administration.®
In vound numbers; the 1967 thresholds are as

follows:
Warricd Nonmarricd
couplce prrsona
oor _..o.... [ £2,020 £1,600
NeAr [90F ieivemieiannan 2,690 1,900

Roughly one-third of the rged units had incomes
large enaugh to provide at least n moderate leve!
of living as defined by the Bureau of Iabov
Statistics (BLS) for a retired couple (§£3,930).°

¢ ¥ce Mollle QOrehansky, “Counting the l'oor” and
“Whoac Who Aniong the Poae,” Social Security Rullctin,
January and July 1063; for recent revisions, see the
Bureau of the Census, Current Poprletion Reports: Con-
amcr Income, Series 160, Nu, 6%,

1 Ree the Bureau of Labor Statlstlcs, Retircd Conplc's
Rudgel for a Modcrate Living Standard (Bulletin No.
1370-4), 1008, and "Measuring Retired Couples’ Living
Costs in Urban Aress,’ Monthlg Labor Rctricie, Novem.
‘wr JOGN, The cost for an aged porson living alone at
the moterate level 19 here estimated at $2,170 or 55 per-
cent of that for & retired couple on the basls of the BLS
dsta ccported in Reclacd Equicalence Seale (Bualletin
No, 1510-2),
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On the whole, the income status of married
conples was better than that of the nonmarried
petsons,

Most surveys nnderestimate incomes at the
upper end of the distribution because the very
simall number with high incomes are Jess likely
than otlers to be preperly represented. If they
are drawn in the smcple, they ave less likely than
those with moderate incomes to cooperate in pro-
viding complete information, In consequence the
“true” mean and aggregate income for aged nunits
would be expected ro exceed the survey figures
by a considerable margin, Medians and measnres
of the distribution, expecially for the lower end,
are not likely 10 be atfected.

Comparisan of Survey with Other Data

A measure of the shortfall in survey data is
obtained oy comparvison with tax data compiled
Ly the Internal Revenue Service (IRS).5 Income-
tax returns from taxpayers aged 65 and over
numbered 6.6 million in 1967. This figore, trans-
lated into aged wnits as defined by DECA, rep-
resents 3.8 million marvied conples and 2.7 million
other aged persons or a toral of 6.5 million units.®

It is striking that only about two-fifths of all
aged mnits had ineomes that required them to file
a Federal income-tax return for 1967 and that
abont thice-fifths of these returns were taxable,
In other words, only 3.9 million aged wnits, or
one-fourth of the 15.8 million units in the popn-
lation, had faxable incomes it 1967,

Althisugh (ax returns are classified by iicome
size on the basis of “adjusted gross income™*
rather than income as defined for survey pmr-
poses, the extent of tl'e miderestimate of thie num-
ber of high income wnits may be inferved.

f Internal Hevenue SNervice, "Taxpayers Age 65 or
Over,” Stutiatice of Income, 1967 (Publication 70 (7-G9),
rection 4).

% An unpublished table made avallalile by 11N shows
3.7 million joint retuing (whh 5.6 million persong) and
133,000 separate returns of hushands and wives aged 03
or over. If only half the separe '2 returns are counted,
the total is reduced from 8.6 nilllon to 6.5 milon,

1o = Adjusted gross lncome” fncludes net capdtal galne
snot treated as fnconie in the survey) and excludes
public and private transfer Income such as OASDEHI
and rallroad retiretnent benefits, Velerans Administre:
tion paynmcents: worbkmen's compensation: a portion of
the income from confributory pensions and anauities, and
personal contributiond; and interest on State and munki-
pal bonds and non'axable divldend  distribntiona by
corporations,

LETIM, APRIL 1970

Despite the known shortfall of the survey -
come data on assets and earnings, no attempt has
been made to use the IRS data to correct survey
results, Statistics from TRS obviously conld 1ot
provide information on those dependent on
OASDHI Dbenefits or public assistance, or for
others with low incomes,

When adjusted gross income is taken as a not
unreasonable proxy at higher levels for income
as defined for DEC., it appears that the Survey
may have underestimated the number of aged
mnits with incomes of $15,000 or more by some
320,000 and those with $10,000-$15,000 Ly about
150,000, If that is true, then the proportion of
the 158 niillion aged nnits with incotes of
$10,000 or more in 1967 wonld have been closer
to 5 percent than to the 3 percent shown in table
1. The effect on the shape of the dis' ributiv or
the nedian inccme for aged wmnils would have
been slight.

The Survey’s shortfall is greatest. in the asset
items, with DECA yielding less than lalf the
aggregate reported in the Statistics of Incorie,
1967 ($6.5 btllion ont of $15.2 bLillion). The Svi-
vey also fails to accornt for some 30 percent of
income from einployraent and self-employment
combined ($12.6 billion out of §18.4 billion). The
small group of taxpayers aged 65 and over with
adjusted gross income of $10,000 or more received
56 percent of the income from ascets and 49
pereent of the income from employment,

In the reporting of income from OASDHI,
public assistance, and otlier public programs, the
survey does relativeiy well on the basis of com-
parison with reports of agencies administering
these programs.

Auny shortage appears to be more in the amount
of earnings’and asset income than in the aumber
repotting seceipt of these 1ypes of income. Major
enmphasis is therefore directed to income sonrces—
that is, the percentage of units with income from
specified sonrees (tables 2, 5, and 7).

Only a survey provides the basis for studying
the characteristics of the various subgroups of
the aged population and comparing their re-
sources. .\ clear understanding of the differences
hetween aged people who <till work and those who
do not and among recipients of benefits under
different progriams is hasie to {he development of
approptiate ineome-maintenance policies and of
special prograims for the aged.
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TasLE 2.—Income sources: Percent of aged unils with money
income from spacified sources, 1967

; [
. Nonmarried persons
Source 0! money Income uﬁ:lls :{)ern:? —_————
Total { Men (\Vomen
Total number ! l
dnthousands)... ... 1879|5980 | 9,788 | 2,35 ‘ 7,434
Percent o!unlls with:

Earning 27 46 15 19 14
w nges and sulw fes. . 21 38 12 4 12
Selfemployment_....... ] 12 3 5 2

Retirement benef'4s.. . 89 90 89 91 88
OASDITL.. 86 K7 85 86 84
Other pubhc pe'\slo . 10 n 9 n $

Hailrosd retirement 4 5 3 5 3
Governmen:

employee.. _........ 6 7 5 8 5

Privategroupy. ¢nsions . ” "W 7 13 5

Veterans” beaefits..... ... 10 12 9 1 B

Unempioyment
fosurance..... ......... 1 2 1 1 1

Public asslstance......... 12 6 13 14 16

Income from assets. ... ... 50 0 41 1“4 45

Private {ndivideal
annuities. . .. 2 2 2 ! 2

Lersonal contrit yiior 3 2 4 2 3

' <uh<!nnll Ty all rmixondums reported ulmlhnr or ot lhe) hnd income
(slthough not neressarily its amount) from each source except asscis. on
which &4 pereent 1 eporte

1 (‘onlrfkullons by relatives of friends not in houschold.

Sources of Incoms

Becanse retirement programns are designed to
replace only a portion of average preretirement
earnings, groups that typically have some em-
ployment income receive larger total incontes than
those no longer in the labor market, The dis:
parity is aggreavated by the fact (hat with rising
earnings levels the pension even of new retirees
is often very small in relation to current earnings
levels,

Retirement beofits are nevertheless the main-
stay of the great majority of the aged. In 1967,
abont 90 percent received payments from at least
one program, OANSDHI was of course far and
away the nost important sour e, with all but 1t
percent receiving a regnlar or “special age-72"°
bevefit at the end of 1967 (table 2 and chart 2),
More than fonr-fifths drew n regular OASDIII
benefit.

Just over 1 in 4 of all units had some earnings
during the year. Only about 1 in 25 wevre working
and did not receive any retivement benefit.

Close (o half the total had some income from
assets, but the great majority of units with assets
received only small amounts of interest, divi-
dends, or rents, For most of the aged, therefore,
this incotie source made only a minor contribu-
fion 1o Cieir support in old nge. For a small

CHART 2 ——\l.- N SoURCES OF MONEY INCOME FOR AGED
U~N1T8, 1967

PERCENT
RECEIVING

T

Other Public Only

OASDHIand Public

OA>0H! and Private

TASOHI Only

RETIHEME T INCOME EARNINGS PUBLIC
& SURVIVI. R FROM ASSETS FROM ASSISTANCE
EMPLOYMENT

BENEFIT

group, how’ ver, assels could provide luxurious
living, When DECA data on asset holdings ave
tabulate], tiie characteristics of the owners will
be compare’l with those of units withont assets,
andd the =iz and composition of the holdings of
various grojips examined.

About 1 1 8 aged wnits (most of them men)
received a private pension, andd approximately
1in 10 dre,v a public pension under the railiead
retirement progrnm or a stal retirement system
for Feder ), State, or local government ain-
Ployees.”  Subsdtantially all private pensiontrs
and about :wo-1hirds of the aged units receiving

"1 The l)l""\ extimate of 1.0 ndllion units recelving

pensfons bec iuse of goy rnment employment nmits ahmy
100,000 forr. er Federal civil servants not represente
In the DEC/ sample, ax explalned in the Technical Not,.

SOCIAL sECURINY



public pensions other than OASDHI were also
on the OASDHI rolls. .Annuities for government
employees were more common than benefits for
railroad workers. Most retired railroad workers
draw benefits under their special program instead
of OASDIIL. Many government employees are
covered under staff systems coordinated with
OASDHI and thus receive benefits uader both;
others earn a benefit under both from work at
different times or by moonlighting.?

Veterans' benefits and public assistance are the
only sources of income other than retirement
benefits, earnings, and assets that were reported
by any considerable proportion of wnits aged 65
and over. About 1 in 8 received cash public
assistance paymants, and 1 in 10 had veterans’
Lenefits. Payments under private individual an.
nuities were reported hy only 2 percent of the
aged nnits, unemployment insarance by 1 percent,
and contributions by relatives and friends not
living in the household by 3 percent-—more than
twice as often by the nonmarried as by the couples.
Little attention is devoted to these infrequent
income sources both because of eampling vari-
ability of the data and Decause they do not ex-
plain much about the ievel of income of the aged
as a sthole,

The Veterans Administration pays cash com-
pensation to veterans with service.connected dis-
abilities, with the amount of the payment varying
with the extent of disability. It also pays pen-
stons in varying a.nounts to those with non-
service-connected disability, under a reasonably
liberal income fest. Survivors of deceased veterans
receive compensation and pension payments under
similar circumstances. Supplementary Dbenefits
may be paid to dependents of living disabled
veterans. Veterans' benefits went (o about the
same number of aged wnits as the number receiv-
ing public pensions other than OASDHI. Men

assistance payments under the Federal-State
programs of aid to the blind or aid to the per-
manently and totally disabled. A few persons
aged 65 or older with grandchildren in their care
received payments under aid to families with
dependent children.

Marital status and ser—Because married
couples with one or both members aged 65 and
over were roughly three tinies as likely as the non-
married aged to have some income from employ-
nment, as a group they had a much higher income
level. Thus, in 1967 the median income of mar-
ried couples, at $3,370, was about two and cne-
half times the median for the nonmarried
(table 1).

The 74 million women without husbands were
the least jikely to work and the most disadvan-
taged. Their median inconie was less than three-
fourths the median for men. One-third of them
reported less than $1,000 i money income for
the year and only 11 percent reported $3,000 or
more. In contrast, 5 percent of the married
couples reported more than $10,000, 27 percent
riove than £5,000. One-third of the couples, how-
ever, were concenfrated in the $1,500-$3,000 in-
come range.

An important factor contributing to these dif-
ferences is that retitement benefits t¢nd to be
sinailer for wonien than for men: both because
wonien characteristically earn less thar. men dur-
ing iheir working life ‘(most retirement benefits
are earnings-related) and beeause many women
depead on survivor benefits usnally set at some
fraction of the deceased husband’s benefit—=8214

TasLe 3.—Income shares: Percentage distribution of money
income by source for azed units, 1967

Nonmarried persons
Al Marr.ed e )

. . units | couples
were more likely to receive payments under the ' 'roml Men (Women
veterans' programs than women, but a relatively ——————— —————-—j———-—— ——
. . N \umber (in thousands):

Iarge number of veterans' widows were also on Total 1300 s s 2me | 14M
-« . . epor ng on income _..,. . R Kt R §.818

the Veterans Administration rolls. kbt i .
N . . . Pereunt of income....... 100
Public assistance, which went to about the same Farainge o . 7 T
proportion of aged units as private pensions did,  Refremeot tenefiis.. ¢ ) Ml . i
was usually paid under the old-age assistance ‘%,":{,}"323,°p‘,;'}:l;’0'§ '{ ¢ R :

. s
progeam. But some aged persons received cash — pebfais imnehis 1 H ' : :
Inccre from Kesets. 13 17 " 14 19
_— (ljn;;:?ml dontritutd 1 M 1 U] 2
118ee Ell-abeth Heldbreder, *Federal Chiil-Service hoLreer.. . } 2 ‘ 2 ‘
S § ¥ Soctal Feenrd . -— e JRSNE
:\Dn\l'“:‘jﬂ;qg‘; d Rocial Securit oc cexrity Bulle i Tontributlors by relatises of friends hot In household,
( 5 percent or Jess.
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percent. for aged widows under the OASDHI
prograw,

i Asset ownership is tighly correlated with size
of income. It is not surprising theu that the
‘proportion reporting income from assefs was
about one-third larger mmong couples than among

‘nonmarried aged persons.

* Public assistance fills some of the gap for those
“unable to work and not eligible for retirement
. benefits or receiving benefits 1hat do not meet

» theiv needs. Even with the assistance paynients,
" however, the total income of those receiving such
payments tends to be small. As a group, women
. without lusbands have fhe lowest incomes and
thie highest assistance recipient rafes. The higher
, vecipient rates at low incomes ure even nore
» evident when income size and source for benefici-
" aries and nonbereficiaries wve examined.

Beneficitry status and age~—For a group of
. the younger couples among the aged, earnings
opporfunities were presumabiv good enough to
"aflect the decision not to draw QASDIII Lenefits.
"Their incomes weve thus likely to be snuch higher
than those of couples with benefits. Almost one-
 1iftl of the couples under age 73 and not yet on
*the beneficiary volls had at least §10,000 in incnme
Jin 1967, and two-thivds of them had £5,%0 or
‘more. The younger nonmarried men not on the
.benelit rolls also had generally higher incomes

3

than did those receiving benefits. This fact
clearly evident from the following median income
fignres drawn from table A (page 26):

‘ Nonmarzied persuns

Typt of unit ig:’;}:g | T
Men ‘ Women

B S
Aged £5-72

OA‘[)lIl leneReiarics. $3,430 £1,73%0 §1.440

NonbereReiarles. .. 6,47 2,100 1,060
Aged 73 gnd over;

OASDI) bepeficlaries.. ... .. .. 2,860 3,730 1.210

Nonbereficiaries..... . 2,600 1,240

] 1,020

On the other hand, anong people nged 73 or
older and younger nonmarried women as well,
beneficiaries had higher incomes than those not
having OASDHI benefits. Nearly half the non-
beneficiary wonien without husbands lia<l incomes
of less than $1,000.

The differing contvibution of employment in-
come and retirement benefits in determining the
level of total income is emphasized by 1he fact
that the median income of all nonbeneficiary
couples as a gronup was almost two-thirds above
that of bLeneficiavy couples—$5,220 and $3,200,
respectively.  For nonmarried bLeneficiaries the
median income was alnost one-third higher than
that of tlie nonmarried not veceiving benefits and
gencrally not eligible for benefits (1able 4},

The income of Deneficiary ¢ouples would have

T\BL!: 4.—TIncome size by OASDHI beneficiary * status: Percet tage distribution of aged units by miney income chs« 1967

' T [
' # Nonmarried persons
Al units M. rried covples - B -
Tolsl Men Wonen
B Tuta) metey incenie [, S N S [ . e e e
' Noa- . vor Non Net- Non-
Bene- Be 1e- Bene- Rene- ] Bene.
. ¢ e - H Lene. bene Terie- Lene.
ficlurics | poriney | Beleties | agonc, | ficiaries | g tone, | Melarles ooy | Aciaries | o 8 Hex
Number (In thousands).
Total... ... il P 12.448 ERLLE & 913 k.Y 7538 1428 1.3 an 5,605 1,128
Rr:\orlin(onint‘amru e 9.876 1.638, 3.6p2 | 48% 5,984 1.183 1,813 M7 4,571 w07
Vercentofunlte. ... ... ... 0| a0 w| 10 W 100 ™ 100 100
1 20 3 3 2 4 Bl T Tl s
N 2 T [] % 26 A 24 o) 2%
18 8 12 [] 18 .3 20 3 1 ¥
12 3 13 L] n 3 1] 16 ¥ L
] 3 A 1 s 3 7 ? 4 2
[] 3 1 8 ] 2 -3 2 Iy 1
X 2 [ ] 4 2 1 3 ] 2 1
1] [} 2 n 1 1 4 3 2 3
[ 8 H] 1 2 4. 3 L) 1 3
B 2 7 $ x 1 2 1 4 1 1
. b 1 2 3 1 i ] @} 1 1 1
15,000 o more . 1 2 1 7 (D] (O] o 1 ) (U]
Median Income. ... .94 $t.400 13,108 8.0y .42 .08 $1,542 4,80 | % $1.032

1 Excludes benefclaries who recelw 'd sheir firet bene Bt in Februsry 1967
of [ater, transitionslly intured, and specisl sie-72 beneBelaries.

"

11

10.3 percent ot Jegs,
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TapLE 5. —Income sources by CASDHI beneficiary ! status: Percent of aged units with money income from specified sources, 1957

Nonmarried persans
All units Married couples — e
Total Men Women
Total moncy income _ _ N D e .
Non- Non- Non- Non- Non
Bene- Benc- Bene- " Bene- . Bene- i
ficlaries htc,igal}?e-s felaries (;!:far}?;‘s ficiaries ﬂlc)f:reles Betaries ﬁ?f:r?es fictaries ﬂlc)lcarg;s
Totsl number? (in thousands)... ... 12,446 2,146 4,913 0 7,533 1,420 1,828 in 5,005 1,125
Percent of unjts with:

Earnlngs 26 20 L] 55 16 hX] 19 17 15 12
Wages and salarjes 20 23 32 51 13 1 1 19 12 1
Selfemployment. .._.......... 7 6 12 13 3 2 5 6 3 b4

Retirement henefits 100 100 25 100 100 40 ¥ 23
ASDNI.... 100 1. 100 1. 10 1. 100 W0 [..........
Other publle pe 8 14 6 7 an 6 21
Rallroad retiremen 2 2 ¥ 2 2 26 1 12
Government employee.... ... ... . ..., 6 7 A 5 5 12 5 9
Private group penslons. .. 13 2 2 8 15 4 6 2

Veterans' benefits..................... s 11 8 13 ? 10 8 12 8 ¢ 8

Unemployment Insurance. 1 1 2 2 1 1 1 ! ) 1

Pyblic assistance.......... 8 a H 1 41 11 32 10 43

Income fromBssets ... oo ol 52 9 60 &7 47 3l 45 33 48 2

P'riva.. Individus] snnuitie . 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 3 2 2

Persans! contributions «, .. { 3 3 2 (] 1 4 ) 1 § 5

! Excludes beneficlaries who received their first benefit in February 1967
or later, 'ransmunmly insured, and speciat age-72 beneficiaries.

* Subslantially sll respondents reported whether or not they had Income
falthough not necessarily fts snount) from each source except assets, on

been further below that of nonbeneficiary couples
but for the receipt of other types of income.
About 48 percent of them had some earnings, and
about 30 percent a sacond pension (table 5).
Vetetans' benefits and asset income were very
helpful to some. Among the couples who did not
have OASDHI benefits, about one-fourth were
drawing vetirement beacfits of other kinds and
11 percent had to turn to public assistance, com-
pared with & percent among the beneficiary
couples,

|

which 84 percent reported.
2.5 percent or less.
¢ Contributiors by relatlves or fricnds not In househnld.

Among the nonmarried, earnings were much
less common than amoug the couples, with bene-
ficiavies differing little from those not drawing
henefits.  Veterans' benefits were an important
source for roughly 1 in 10. Some income from
asset holdings accrued to nearly half the bene-
ficiaries without spouses tut fewer than one-third
of the nonbeneficiaries.

Public assistance was the single most frequent
source of income for people without spouses not
on the OASDII rolls, It provided the main sup-

TapLe 6.—Income shares by OASDIHI benefiriary ! status: Percenlage distribution of money income by s,urce for azed units,

1967
Noumarried persons
Al units Married couples [ —— - ——
Totsl ! M I Women
Source of money income o SR P S R _
n. Non- Non- None Non-
B | fene, | Beve 0 fene. ene 1 ben e | jene. | Bene 1 fepe.
fclaries i felaries | Bclaries | g 080 ) Rciarles | o FOCCC | Bciaries | 4 BB | felarles | glfiRGe
e e e —— e e et S B S -
Ny o thousards): 0| 7| tax]| 198 m | sest s
otal. . ... It \ , 0, K \
Reportirgonincome. ... . ... ... ... 455 A0 1,153 X 4,371 7
Pereentofincome. .. - ... 10 lm W)“00_| ’ 100 100
Earuings. . [TE Y] ul s
Retiremen: tare 12 87 4 1
QASDHI.......... o o e " L1 PO
Other | Lhtie pensd 12 € 3 18
Private (roup pens [¢H [] 2 (U}
Veterans lenefits. . 1 [} 4 [}
Fublic aseistance. 4 4 4 3
income from axaels............ ... [3 11 21 10
Other sourcest,. . . 1 4 4 ]

t Faclud s hene Acinries who recelved theit first Lenefit In Fehruasy 1pst
o7 Jater, trancitionally incured. and special age-F2 bt neficiiries.

BUILETIN, APRIL 1970

108 r‘mn‘l of less
1 Including persons] contritbutions by relatlves or fricn3s not In household.
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port for more tha: two-fifths of the women and
ane-third of the wen in this category, compaved
with one-tenth of rhe beneficiaries that were not
married.

Shares of Income

‘I'he »vide range in amounts typically veceived
from ditferent sonrces results in striking differ-
ences in the role of certain sources when they are
mensured in terms of their contributicn to total
inconie instead of frequency ot veceipt.

According to the Survey findings, CASDHY
benefits, which were paid to 86 percent of all
aged units, provided 34 percent of the 1967 in-
come of units aged 65 and over. Other retire-
ment programs added 12 percent {7 percent from
railroad retiremert and government employee
pension systems and & percent from private pen-
sion plans) and brought the total from retire-
ment programs to 46 nercent (table 3). Public
assiztance added 4 percent and veterans' bencfits
added 3 percent. Enrnings were the second mojor
inconie source, accounting for 29 percent of the
total. 'Third in importance was income from
assets  (interest, dividends, and rents), which
contributed 15 percent of the total. 'Fhe remain-
ing 4 percent came from miscellaneous sources
inchnding contributions from relatives and friends
outside the household,

As noted above, DEC.A--tike most fiekl sur-
veys—underestimates the aggregate income of
the group under study. The shortfall is par-
ticularly serious for income from assets and rest
most serious for earnings. Payments mler in-
come-supported programs were well reported in
the Survey but were still «lightly short of tle
mnounts reported by the administering agencies.

I'xtimated aggregates—ANlthough it was not
feasible to adjust tle wurvey income data for
missing asset income or earnings, an estimate of
the aggregate income of the aged population lias
been made that takes inlo account datw frow
a number of sources—the Internal Revenue Setv-
ice, administrative records, and DECA. Awcord-
g to this estimate, in 1967 zome €69 hillion ia
income (as defined ecurlier) went to people aged
65 or older and to their spouses. Tlhe j -

14

14

centage distribution of this total, by source, is
as follows:

Source Pereent
Earnings . .. 30
Retirement bLenefits __ . .o _______.__ 37
OASDHI 26
Other e 11
Veteruns' b ~efits and public nssistance ___ i}
Income from assets __ o ______ 25
Olher .o 2

Becnuse of the Survey undevestimate for nsset
icome and, fo a lesser extent, for carned income,
the adjusted data show a larger share of income
coming from assets than does the Survey and they
show about the same from employme ¢, Other
solitces are consequently liss important. The
ranking in ovder of impoertance is the same for
the major sources of income to the aged, how-
ever—retirement benefits, earnings, and income
from assets, '

Vavintions i shares--DECA data on income
shares for subgroups of the aged population
lelp both to round out and to qualify the in-
pressions obtained from the sources data of the
role played by diTerent types of income. Thus,
receipt of retirement (or survivor) henefits was
reported with about the s.me frequency by the
nonmarried as by married couples, but such bene-
tits made up a much larger share of the income
of the nonmarried. .\ssets and assistarce also
contriliuted more to the nonmarried, far women
in particular, and earnings contributed mich less.
The larges role of asset income fer norinarried
men and women, compared wiil that for couples,
is noteworthy because barely (hree-fourths as
large n proportion of (e nonmarried reported
any asset income. The very low total income of
most aged women without husbands accounts in
large part for this appaveut anomaly.

Similarly, both retivement benefits and aseet
income show up as relatively more importard on
the basis of income shares than on the busis of
frequency of receipt when the older geoup among
vhe aged is compared with those aged 65-72
(tableg ¢ and B).

When the incone shares of QASDHI bene-
ficinries and nenbeneficiaries are comparel, the
confribution of asset income among tlhe eouples
appears mnch greater for beneficiaries— presum-
ably because their average total income was

LOUIAL SKURITY



sinaller—even though about the same percentage  the percentage having this type of income. The
repotted receipt of such income (tables 5 and 6).  difference is explained by the fact that benefi-
‘arnings appear relatively less important for  ciaries rarely have regular full-time jobs and a
beneficiaries and velatively more important for  considerable portion of nonbeneficiaries, particu-
nonbeneiiciaries on the Lasis of shares than of  larly the mavried men, have ot yet elected retire-

TasLE 7.—Income sources by age and OASDHI beneficiary status: Percent of aged units with money income from specified
sources, 1967

Married couples Nonmarrled persons
I —
Total1.0ney income Total Men Women
gsr2 | T3ead = o et | i -
" 73an s 73sn p 7380
63-72 over 65-72 over 65-72 over
All ynits
Total rumbet 2 {in thousands). _ ... .. .. 3,663 2,3% 3,901 5,889 [71] ’ 1,411 2,057 4477
Percent of units with:
2% Vg T < 60 26 26 3 32 11 ] 7
Retirement benefits. .. 85 9 86 0 8 W 88 90
QASDHIL......... & 94 15 ) 88 a3 8 8 83
Other putlic pensions. 1 12 8 9 11 1 8 8
Rallroad retlremnent. 4 [] 3 4 5 4 2 4
Government employ 7 T 6 3 [] 6 8 3
Frivate group pensions N 17 8 6 14 13 8 4
Veterans' benefits. ... . 9 18 1 7 13 19 n 6
Unemployment ins 3 1 2 (L) 2 i 1 (U}
Fublic assistance 3 7 12 17 12 15 12 18
Income frOM BSSeIR. ... Lol i e 0 60 L} 111 39 1 17 2
Private individusl annuities. ... ..., 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 2
Personal contrilutions ... ... ... 1 2 3 ] 1 2 3 7
BencBelary units?
olal number V(IR thouss8nds). . ... .. . . ... Ll 2,503 2,i09 3.152 4,381 762 1,166 2,39 3,218
Yereent of units with: '
Farninge. ..., . .. 34 bz ] 1] 10 % 1n 1] 9
Retlrement Lenefits... ... ... ... il ciiiiiiii e s 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
OASDHY........... 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Other pulilic pensiona. [] 9 7 [] 7 7 1 6
Ralirood reflrement. 2 3 2 1 2 2 1 1
Government employ: 7 7 5 S 5 $ 3 4
Yrivate group pensions 2 19 9 ] 18 15 7 Ll
Veterans' benefits. .. .. 10 16 ' ] 1 10 n T
CUnemployment {n! 3 1 1 ) 1 1 1 Q]
Publle astistance.. ... s E 10 i n n l 10 n
“rncome from assets 59 3} 47 48 38 1] l 1] 4
“rivate Indfy dual annulth 2 2 2 2 2 4 2 3
>vrsanal contributions ¢ 0] 2 3 [ 1 2 l 3 ]
1
Nonbeneficlary un'is
Totul numirrd (inthousanda).. . . ... ... ...l 582 133 L1 812 1% 163 45 649
Pe-cent ofunits with:
Bernings o e e §1 14 -] 2 3 3 2 2
F.etireme: 18 54 18 pH 2 47 " EX)
OASDHL.... o
Cther public pensions. 17 54 17 3 32 {1 12 i
Ratlroad retirement. 1% 43 1] 19 23 bre ] 17
Qovernment employ 7 Y] [ 1] 17 b ] 7 1t
Private group pentions 2 2 ' 3 I 1 ? 4 2
VSeterans' beneBte. ... ...l o 4 u ] ) $ 10 [ ?
Lr¢mployment Ins 2| 1 (¢ . 2 AR ..
1 uhlic assistance...... ... € ” b4 ] 42 24 Lo
2 wome fron aseets 62 2 ¥ b1 40 2% H 25
17.vste indisldusl annui H 3 ] $ [ ] 2
1ersonsl contributionsd. .. S/ T P ] s 20 i 4 ]
V Egbstaniially sl respondents reporied = hethez of not they had incime * Excludrs beneBciaries who received their Aret beneft {n Fetruary 1967
(a] Youeh not n(‘(t.k’nfii‘o [ts ameunt) foin each source etoepl aserle, cn or latez, tzansitionally tnsured, snd special age-72 hene ficlarics,
which W percent n;-ovlzs. 1 Contributions 1 y relstives ot Iriends not In household.
105 pereent of s,
O
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ment. Iiven small earnings count for a consider-
able share of the small incomes of nonmarried
nonbeneficiaries,

A striking finding is the consideralle impor-
tance of the railvoad retirement system and, to a
lesser extent, staff programs for government em-
ployees, particnlarly among nonmatried men not
entitled to OASDIII benefits. Such programs
contributed as much as employment, according
to DECMA findings, for nonmartied men not re-
ceiving OASDHI Dbenefits and were second in
importance (though not a close second) for non-
beneficiary couples. Such retivement benefits were
important mainly 1o the nonbeneficiaries aged
™3 and over. These sources provided half the
support for this fairly small group of men, putlic
assistanee contributed about a fourth, and eavn-
ings very little.

The nonmartied wonten aged 73 and over not
on the GASDII benefit 10lls received about half
their income from public assistance and one.
fourtls from rvetirement benefits under public pro-
grams othev than social security. As previously
noted, nomnarried men and women aged 73 and
over not entitled to OASDIII benefits were espe-
cially disadvantaged. Their median incomes--

like those of nonmarried women aged 65-T2—were
below the poverty thresholds.

Income Differences in Patierns of Receipt

The eflect of employment aud of retivement
on size of fotal income has been implied by the
data in the previour section comparing benefi-
ciaries and nonbeneficiaries as groups and classi-
tied by age. Ileve attention is directed first to
income-class vaviations in veceipt of other fypes
of income as well, then 1o the 1967 income-size
distribuiions of aged mits (1) with and without
work experience and (2) with ditlerent combina-
tions of vetirement benelits. .\ series of articles
to be published later will give more information
on the characteristies of groups with various in-
cotne sources, as well as size distributions of
earnings, of retivement benefits and of public
assisfance.

As alveady shown, OASDIH benefits, eainings,
and income from assets rank in that order
sources of income for the elderly. Emmnings and
income from assets were nost frequent incone
sonrces for the well-to-do. The OASDHI pro-

TarLe K—Income sources by incomne size: Percent of aged units with income from specified sources by money income class, 1967
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' re;;orllng ‘ Retirernent Lenefits k ‘
Total money incorne ' on income e -
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gram was a relatively common source at all in-
come levels although it was less Important for
those better off (chart 3). In the $1,500-2,000 in-
come class, for example, 22 percent had earnings
and 38 percent had income from assets; at the
upper end of the income range most aged couples
had some earnings and sonie income from assets
as well (table 8).

Veterans' benefits provided income for one-
fifth to one-fourth of the married couples with
incomes of $2,500-$4,000 and the nonmarried
mnits with inconies of $1,500 to $2,500. Aged nnits
with smaller and larger hincomes were much less
likely to be receiving compensation or pensions
urcler Veterans Aciminisiration programs.

Public assislance was important only at modest

ii.come levels, and its receipt dropped off sharply
above $2,500. At first it may seem surprising that
recipient rates were lower for those with less than
81,000 in income than for the aged with $1,000-
$1,500 and even for those with $1,500-$2,000, but
few of the aged who applied for assistance and
were certified as eligible would have had incomes,
including assiztance, less than $1,000. In 1967, the
United States average old-age assistance payment
in cash was 870 a month, equivalent to $340 a
year; it was more for those with no other income
and less for those with some resources. More than
half the assisiance recipients in 1967 were also
OASDHI beneficiarics. For most of this gronp,
benefits snd assistance combined shonld have ex-
ceeded $1,000 a year, even though beneficiaries

CIHART 3.—8oURCES OF INCOAME or AGED UNITS BY 8122 oF 12cCoMy, 1007
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with Dbenetit amounts at or near the mininua
were the most likely to receive such assiatance.

Some of the aged with very low cash incomes
were dependent on relatives with whom they
shared a honie. (The extent to which the aged
shaved living quarters will be reported in a lafer
arficle.) Some were entitled to the special low-
rate benefits, which are payable to persons aged
72 and over ouly for months when no cash public
assistance payment is received and are veduced by
the amount of any government peusion. Since
such beneficiaries—mostly women it will be re-
called—never earned insured status in employ-
meut coveved by the social security prograw, it is
improbable that they could find work at their
advaneed age.

‘Nork Experience and Income

In 1967 about half the aged couples had one
or both members in the labor force, according
to DECA. Almost 830,000 repoirted that both
the husband and the wife worked at some time
during the year, and a half-mullion reported only
the wife working. The man was most often the
only worker, and 1.7 million couples so reported.
Thus, 2.5 willion husbands and 1.3 million wives
ad come work experience in 1967. More than
one-third of the wi.es in the 6 willion counples
haid ot yet reached age Ga.

Of the 3 million couples with neither member
working in 1967, 60 percent had less than $3,000
in income, bt 60 percent of the other 3 mitlion
aged couples—with at least one member work-
ing-—~received more than $4,000 (table 9). For
those with at least one wmember earning, the
median income ($4,690) was roughly §0 percent
above the $2,620 median for couples with neither
member employed or self-employed.

Among aged persons without spousc:, as among
married couples, men were more likely to work
than women: The proportions were 23 percent
and 15 percent, respectively, But the overall pro.
portion of the nonmarried with work experience
was barely one-sixth, compared with one-half for
the married couples, both because the nonmarried
were oler and becanse nbout three-fonrths of
them were women.

The comparatively r. re eatticrs among the non-

married were much better off than those who did
not work in 1967. Half had incomes of $2,200
or more, and more than a third had $3,000 or
more. Among those who did not work, median
income was $1,240 and one-third had less than
$1,000.

Of all couples in which only the man worked,
about one-fifth were nonbenefieiaries. An excep-
tionally Jarge proportion (71 percent) of them
had iucomes of $5,000 and over, and 18 percent
had incomes of $13,000 or over. When only the
wife was working, the husband was usuaily
drawing OASDIHI bLenefits.

Conples nnot on the OASDIII rolls worked mnch
more often than not. The half-million with one
or both members working—usually the hushand
only—had a median income of §7,550, about three
times the mediau for the 200,000 nonbeneficiary
conples with neither spouse working. In the case
of the nonmarried, oo, the median income was
voughly three times as high for those with some
work as for those without. Fven among the non-
married aged with current work experience, how-
ever, there was a large group clustered at the
bottom of the income range. Those withont work
account for much of the group previously men-
tioned as relying on public assistance.

Some of the couples and other aged persons
with work experience in 1967 claimed their
OASPHI benefits JQuring the year and conse-
quently are excluded when separate data for regu.
lar beneficiaries are examinzd. The vegular bene-
ficiavy couples were much less likeiy than non-
beneficiaries to have had some work experience
i 1967, but differences in this respect wete not
significant for the nonmarried.

While the differences in income level belween
those with and without "work experience were
much less for regular beweficiaries than for non-
heneficiaries, earned inceme was nonetheless cru-
cial for the beneficinries' level of living. Bene-
ficiary couples with neither wmember working had
incomes very similar to those of nonbeneficiary
couples without work. Among the nommnarried,
beueficiaries without earnings were not nearly so
likely as nonbeneficiaries without earnings to
lave incomes under £1,000, but they werc not
much niore likely to have even $3,000 income,

The median inconies of the large nuribers of
nonworking beneficiaries were very much below
those of beneficiaries that did some work in 1967,
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as shown in chart 4.

The median income for
couples with one menber working at least part
of the year was at about the level of the noderate-

cost budget for a retired couple. More than
thvee-fifths of the couples with both members
working had incomes in excess of that level. Any

TasLE 9.—Income size by work esparience and OASDHI beneficiary statos: Percentage distribution of aged units by money

intome class, 1967
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expenses associated with employment, not in-
cluded in the budget, would make the sitnation
less favorable. The extent to which benefits were
suspended beeanse of earnings or to which earn-
ings may have been limited intentionally, will be
explored in later articles.

Pension Receipt and Income

As previously noted, about one-fiftk of all regu-
lar beneficiary units had a supplementary rvetive-
ment benefit—28 percent of the couples and 14
pereent of the nonmarried. Two out of 3 of these
pensions were paid under private industry plans—
discussed in another arvticle in this issue.

Peneliciaries that nlso received n pension as a
former employee of n Federal, State, or local
governnient oy under the railvoud retivement sys-

tem appear to have been in a slightly beiter
income positior: than those who drew a supple-
mentary private pension (table 10 and chart 5).
The significant difference, however, is between
those with niove than one pension and those witi
no pension or survivor beunefit other than
OASDHI. The income distribution for bene-
ficiuries with 1o other pension was very similar
to that for beneficiaries with no work experience
in 1967.

'The 3.4 million couples whose OASDIHI
benefit was their only pension had a median in-
come of $2,750, close to the near-poverty ihresh-
old and roughly one-third below the median
income for benefieiaries with a second pension.
Nearly 30 percent of them had less than $2,000
income and only one-sixth received $5,000 or more,
even though niost of the working heneticiavies
were in this gronp.

Half the 1.5 million men without wives who

CHART 4--Mepjan INcomk oF OASDIT BENEFICTARY® UNITS BY 1067 WORK EXPERIENCE
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CHART 5.—MEp1ax IvcoME oF QASDHI BENFFICIARY® UNITB BY Recripr 0F OTHER PEXSIONE, 1067
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! Hepresents nnits recelsing first benefita after Janunty 1967 and spevial age-72 beneficlarier.

TanLe 10.- Income size and retirement benefits for OASDHI beneficiaries ': Percentage distribation of aged beneficiary units by
money iucome class, by receipt of retirement benefits, 1967
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TasLe 11.—Income size and retirement benefits for nonbeneficiaries!: P rcentage distributior of aged r.onbeneficiary units
+

by monn) income class, by receu:l of retireiment henefits, 1967

1
1
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! Facludes the very small number of nonxne®eiary units that received
hoth other pubtic nnd ;rrlrnte pensions, or private pensions only, ot failed
to report or such recelp

received an OASDHI benefit and 1o other pen-
sion Tl less than $1,500 in income and a third
reported their incones as $1,500-$2,500. Non-
married women beneficiaries with no other pen-
sion, neaely 3 million in wl, had a median income
of $1,230, just over half the median for the snall
group \\llh a sccond pension. The beneficiavies
who qur-ed {0 public assistance to hielp meet their
needs were Jargely women without husbands who
lad ne s:cond pension,

Aged couples that relicd on pmblic pensicns
other thin QASDIIT had a median income of
83,750, will above the median for couples who had
OASDHIT only. This difference reflects the fact
that railtoad retirement and many govermmnent
cinployee systems have mnch higher benefits then
the OASDIIT program.

The million nonmarried persons without any
relirement pension or survivor benefit were clearly
the most lisadvantaged of all the ngud, with a
median inzome of only about £1,000 {t.ole 111,
Many of them turned 1o welfare ngencies for
support.

By cont ast, the vast majority of couples with
no pensiot worked in 1967. Consequently, close
o 1wo-thi dds of them had incomes abave &,
Presumably nost of them would quatify for re-
tirement Lznefits when they retired.

21

2 Not «hiow * where 0ase is fess than 100,000,
108 ercer  or less.
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THE ROL'! OF OASDHI BENEFITS

Clearly, benefits under the OASDIIV program
are cruei. 1 for the support of the aged popul-
tion. Maie than four-fifths of the aged units were
drawing » vegular benefit ut the vnd of 1967 :nd
another 5 percent drew a “special age-72" benefit.
In aggrepate, OASDHI benefits accounted for
more thar a fourth of the total money income
veceived i 1967 by those aged 63 wnd older and
theiv yourger spouses, after account is taken of
the estima ed total income from assets and em-
ployment  hat was ,cceived by very high-incomn
units, Tf tae 1968 and 1970.berelit increases had
been in effi ct and income from other sources had
remained 1he same, OASDHT would have re-
counted for about 3¢ percent of an enla-ged total.

Neverthe ess, it is evident that QASDILI bene-
fits were ‘ot themselves enough (o assure a
reasonable 'evel oi living during refirement or
widowhood DBereficiaries managed fairly well
if they had some emnployment or if they had a
second pention. Since few people can count on
working th oughout their retirement, the com-
bination of benefit income and earnings does not
represent a ‘evel of inconte on which retirees and
the widowe . can rely for life. Those entitled to
a second peasion have mote assurance, ut only

N
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about 2 in 10 of the regnlar beueficiaries are so
fortunate. One in 10 can count on veterans’ bene.
fits. Only a few have private annuities. Many
count on retizrns on their asset holdings to sup-
plement benefits, but few have large holdings and
they are rarvely at the lower income levels,

Retireinent Income

AMthough asgets way depreciate and may be
drawn on with the result (hat they later yield
less income, it has been cuscomary in some anal-
yees to consider asset income u for+i of retircvent
income along with retivement and survivor bene-
fits, vetevans' benefits, and private annuities.

Half the regular beneficiuy couples had less
than $2,180 in retirement income, =o defined, an:i
only 15 percent had $4,000 ov more (fable 12).
For beneficiaries without Jmsbands or wives the
median total retivemeut income in 1967 was only
about $1,100.

Except for their benelit nnder the OASDHI
progeam, median retirement income amounted 1o
barely 1,000 for the couples with such income
and 600 for the nonmarriced beneficiaries that
received some, Rouglly half the regular bene-
ficiaries had pnactically no vetivement income in

addition to their basic beuefit: 46 percent of the
couples and 58 percent of ihe nonmarried heve-
fictaries veported less than $150 per pevson for
the year (table 12).

Income Other than OASDHI Benefits

Although tl.e size of retirement income {inclnd-
ing and excluding QASDHI) received by bene-
ticiavies points 1o the importance of beuefit levels
fromt a Jong-run point of view, the amount of
income that regular beueliein.ies veceive from all
sonvees other than QASDIII is another indicator
of the crucial role of beuefits.

With roughly half the regular beneficiary units
having neither current work experience nor a
second pension (about one-fourth of the couples
and two-thirds of Leneficinries witiont spouses),
t is nof surprising that so many had little except
wiefite,  Abont one-fourth of the beneficiary
vouples and two-fifths «f ilie nonmarried bene-
ficiaries had no money iicome but their benefits,
or less than £300 per person in 1967. Most of this
group that relied so heavily on benefits had less
than $150 per person in income other than benefits
(table 13). Some of those witl more in other
income had only public assistance payments, re-

Tarie 12.—Rize of retirement incame for OASDHI beneficiaries': Percentage distribution of agad Leneficiary units by size of
retirement incom including and excluding QOASDHI benefits, 1957
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TasLE 13.—Size of income other than OASDHI benefits For
OASDH! beneficisries!: Percentage distribution of aged bene-
ficlary units by amount of such income, 1967

I Nonmarried persons
Merried | —

couples | j R

| Total l AMen ’ Women
|

Money ineome pther
than OASHHI benefits

£,913 7,533 1,828

al
Reporting on ncome

Percentofunits, ... . ... ...

I o] )

ey SDNI

ot KON NS

. Recipicuts

a3
B

! Eacludes Lanebeiaries who received their Girst benefit in Febroary 1967
or tater, {ransittonally fnsured, and gpecial age-12 Leneficlasies.
.

ceipt of which involves the application of a means
‘test.

« OASDII benefits have played a consziderable
role in holding down the size of the aged popula-
Hion in poverty andd in mitigating its impact for
those who remain poor. When income other than
OASDHI benelits is considered (rather than total
income) it is estinated that, if it had not been
{or these benefits, 2 to 3 times as many beneficiary
couples would have been classified as poor in
1967—more than half of all the beneficiary
couples instead of one-fifth. Furthermore, the
proportion that wonld have had enough inceme
to cover the cost of the moderate budget wonld
Jdrop from one-third to one-tift'.

Mot of the rvegular beneficiavies without
spoises had =o little income Lesides their benefit
"hat such income alane would have meant th,
wore than 8 in 10 were olassified as poor and
nearly 9 in 10 as poor or near poor—cotapared
wvith more than 1 ont of 2 poor and almost 2 out
of 3 poor or near poor when their benefits are
Counted.

* The concentration of nonbeneliciaries iu poverdy
«r just above is even greater among nonmatried
jevsons not er’itled o QOASDHI beuefits. The
charicteristics of the poor and those better off
will be reviewed later. It is already clear, how-
ever, that, of all aged beneficinries, those entitled

N

&9

to widow’s benefits were particnlarly disadvan-
taged.

The highest proportions that were poor were
amorg aged units receiving benefits based on
minimum and low primary insuranee amounts
(PIA).® Relatively large benefits were of course
niore effective in redueing poverty. In any case,
beneficiaries with larger benefits are moie likely
than those with smaller benefits to have addi-
tional resources. Their nonbenefit income, by it-
self, however, exceeds the poverty threshold rather
infrequently, except for couples with mnore or less
regular employment.

A look Back and a leck Ahead

In the 5 years ending December 1967, whizh
gaw the populaticn aged 65 and okler grow by
15 million, beneliciaries went up from two-thirds
to more than four-fifths of the aged population.
The diop of 100,000 in this period in the size
of 1he old-age assistance rolls is strong testimony
to the important role of OASDIIL

Detailed comparisons of the findings of DECA
and of the 1963 Survey must await development
of metswres of the statistical veliability of the
differenzes, us well as caveful analysis of the
eflects of age and other demographic and pro-
gram changes. A few trends stand out clearly.
The long-ternt decline in employment of older
persous continved, as did the slow but steady
uptrend in the proportion of beneficiaries with
a xecoidd pension.

‘The median income of all aged couples rose
from $2,875 in 1942 to $3,370 in 1967 and the
niedian for nonmareied aged persons from £1,130
1o $1,310—a reflection of various developments
in the & years between the two surveys. Increases
in income levels as measured by the medians
were nuteh smaller for regular beneficiary couples
and for beneficiary women without hmsbands™

"2 The primary insurance amount (1A) Iy the amount,
related to the worker's average monthiy eathings, ‘hat
womid be payable to a retited worker who begine to re-
ceive benefits no earller than age 3. Same workers
recelve an amaunt larger than fheir I'IA becnuse they
have dependents alsn entitled to a benefit, Many maote
workets recelve a benefit smaller than thelr I\ because
they «lalm it before nge 635 and it 1 {hus subfect to an
wtiazial reduction up to 20 percent, depending on the
sxact age of entitlement between nge 62 and age 65.

" The tren ! for nien without wives may ne: b stanifi-
cant becanse of the relatively smaill numbers of such men.

S$OCIAL SECURITY



than for the corresponding gronps of nonhene-
liciaries:

Regulur J Nen-
‘ beneficiaries | leneficiarics

Aged units aud year

1 |

. |
i 2,710 ! 3,540
. 3.2 | 5,220
! 1,900 | 760
. } 1.300 | 1,030
B 1,35 | 1,140
. : 1,740 L 1,320

The rise of beneficiavies’ incones hetween 1962
and 1967 would have been smaller were it not
for the 13-percent benefit increase enacted in
1965. O the other hand, without that inerease
and sone easing of the retirement test, some who
«laimed wenefits might possibly have postponed
their claim. The rise might have been somewhat
smaller, too, had it not Leen for the Isrger pro-
portion of women who earned their owa henelfits.
But the amount of the rive in Leneficiaries’ in-
come would have been lurger were it not for the
growth in the proportion that had elected re-
duced benefits in order to come on the rolls before
age Gi—an option opened to men in 1051, 5 vears
after it was made available to women.

The gains in the security of persons aged 63
awd over as a vesnlt of the program of health
insurance for the aged are not reflected in the
inereases in money income. The Medicare pro-
grant (enacted in 1965) has no bearin,z, however,

on the ditferentinl changes in the income of bene-
Aciavies comparved with nonbeneficiaries, because
in 1967 the entive population aged 65 and older,
whether working or retired, was entitled to in-
surnee against the contingency of heavy medical
(osfs??

Present incoine 'evels of OASDHT Leneficiaries
are already higher than tiose shown here hecanse
of the '3€8 and 1970 benefit increases.

In the years ahead, one favorable factor in
incone levels of the retired will be the rising level
of employment of marriad women. An unfavor-
ahle factar will be a continued rise in the pro-
portion claiming benefits befoe age 63. The
Social Seenrity Administration has under way the
Survey of New Beneficiaries and the Retirciment
History Survey, both intended to provide clues
to the main rveasons for electing reduced benefits,
These reasons are importait in forecasting the
probable onflook for beneliciaries in the years
shead as well as in poliey considerations. 'The
ouatlook may he very different if preference for
leiswre is predominant in ¢omparison with need
for income support because of ill-health or poor
employment opportunities. 'The age at retive-
ment and the extent of postretivement employ-
went will hoth be influenced by the genernl eco
nontie climate.

i &ee Dorothy I Rice and Bavbara &, Cooper, “Medi-
cal Care Ontlays for Aged and Nonaiged ersons, 1966
G Nocial Neewrity Bulleting, September 1060, for an
analysls  of aggregate medical expendilures and the
source of funds for mecting themn,

Q
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TaBLE A.—income size by age urd QASDHI beneficiary status:

1967

Percentage distribution of aged units by money incom: elass,

Married couples r Nonmarried persons

Total money lncome Total ’ Men | Women
65 72 dand |- Rl ,,_} |—« —— e —
s over . - T
- *3and .. 73and ns 73 and
| 65-72 over ‘ 057 over | 65-72 ‘ over
Al uniis
\'uml»(r (in 1housands): T ; . [ [ -
AAAAAA 3,604 2,326 3,901 « 5,858 044 1,411 ‘ 2,057 ’ 4,477
Heporhnz on income 2,630 1,7 3,110 4,650 769 1,185 ! 2,340 3,436
Percent of units T | el | e | e| 1w
Lese thas 41,000, N | 3 3 2 % 18 | 21 2% M
1.0C0-1,499. . _. L) -] 25 27 2 25 27 27
1 5 15 15 13 19 17 17 u
2 9 16 11 10 1 6 10 !
Z 10 11 8 4 ] [ 5 3
3, 2 12 [ 2 8 4 [ 2
3 8 9 2 2 [) 3 2 1
q 12 10 [] 2 [] [] 4 1
5 19 B! 3 2 [ 2 P 2
P 1o . 2 1 2| 1 1 @
| ey s 1} 1 ) 1 1 o
lsmo uf tore. 3 1 Y (D] 1 (U] ] )
Mediawincome . ..o oo 0oL L £3.,901 $2,618 §1,50 | £1,224 $1,792 41,612 $1.401 $1,115
Beneficlary units?
Numler (in thousands): ‘ T T
Total. P N 1, lf‘»& ‘ 2,3%0 3,216
R\:mrmlz on Incoine ... ... ‘ 1,414 ¢ A5T

lercont of units.

lh1n 31000 ........................ .

55 588 §§z

2%35 3552

PRTRTRY

&

Nutnter ¢in thousunds)

income . ... L.

C1E)
Regrartivg us,
Percent ofutita

llGlhm‘l on
1900 1.4, .
17 I Rl

2,00 24,

250-2¢9, .
30340,
AN0Iw. ..
[RLLUE .2 RO

18m e more. L

AMrdinn inenme

Y08 rcenlof ie s

R s 9,438 0
Nonbenefliciary units
e B A B
iu2 13y ot | | 8§12 139 | 162 473 | 649
31 | i it €9, w0, 146 | [T 42
) ! 1% \ | Ty 00| 1oy " 100
s YT Ty Y 45 | ey
? ", ha 32 35 | a Ty a2
'y 18 | 8! i 5 s 9| 10
3| 15 | T v 18 13 1 3 i H
|

1 15 2| 3 3 8| 1] 2
4 15 ‘ 2 1 2 2 b i
(! 6| 2 1! 3 2 1] 1
1| [N 5 20Wm | 5! 6 | 1

2 | 10| 9 oo ‘ 8§ N

% | 1 \ 2 1 S 3 1 m

9w ! 2 m PR 2l

9| l 1 ] 20 | L

b
P oanem | i sv.moI $106s | s2.008) n,m: 1,008 | $.om
1)

o 1ater, trantitionally fusured, and special sge-72 benefieiarics

t Excludes benefaries who roctived their frst benedt i Felrusey 1967

O
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TasLE 13.—Income shares by ag: and CASDHI beneficiary status:

units, 1357

Percentage distribution of money income by source for aged

Marrled couples Nor married persons
Source o money income Total Men Women
6512 738nd - — -
over
- 73 '\nd - 73 and - T3and
672 over 6572 | Tover 65-32 oger
Al unjts
Number (in thousands):
otal. ........ ... 3,664 2,326 3,901 5,888 044 1.411 2,957 4,477
Repoml g on incom 2,630 1,787 3,10 4,660 769 1,183 2,340 3,478
Perot 1t ol income 100 100 100 300 100 100 100 100
Earnings........ 48 19 25 7 27 10 < (]
Rellmnwt bene 33 54 47 53 5 60 45 49
OQASDUL. 2 41 37 42 36 42 37 [)3
Olhu |nublic pe 5 8 6 8 7 12 el 7
Private zroup pensiol 6 8 4 3 7 ] 2 1
Veterans™ benefil 2 13 5 4 1 H ] 3
Public a:'s stance 1 3 5 9 4 8 3 11
Income {cm asse 1l 16 14 21 12 18 18 3
OLher SOIRCS . L i ey 2 2 4 8 3 3 5 1
Beneficlary units?
\umlwr ( n thousands): T
2,803 2,19 3,182 4,381 162 1,168 2,30 3,216
Repcrl[ng on income.. 2,082 l 1,610 2,5% 3,428 642 72 1,914 2,457
Pere 18 0T1I00IM0. e oot oo e e 100 100 100|100 | 100 100 | 10 100
Earnings. ... 3 20 17 8 16 11| 17 7
Retirem: rt benefit 43 35 5 57 58 63 | b 4
i 33 43 43 43 48 48 45 L))
Other blic pens 3 5 s [] 1 8 ¢ 4
Privat group penslon 7 5 4 a 9 7 3 2
Veterant” benehits. . 2 5 [ 4 [} 4 5 3
I'uVlic 8 wistance 1 2 4 4 3 3 4 5
Inconie [fomn asse 13 18 H 23 13 17 15 235
Other scurees? 2 2 [} 4 2 2 4 5
Nonbeneficiazy units
Numbe - In thousands): - T T
Tola 882 138 I (111 £12 139 1€3 475 69
Repott'ng on ne 3 172 | 64 (] 100 148 c4 M3
PO OEINCOME. . oo i e wo| 0| 10| 100 0] 00| 100
T 83 10 35 2 58 2 53 2
Relirvru 1t benehts . Lr] 13 34 0 ) 11 2%
OASHOUL. R ORI SO PSR SN R
Othe " )u!‘hc p"n<|0 8 81 ] 32 20 5 11 25
'eivit: {roup pensions W] 1 Q] 2 [\ 4 U] 1
Veteraus' benefits. 9] 8 3 s 1 7 4 4
F'ublic misistance ! 24 n 9 & 2% 12 0
Tregni( from Bsse ? 3 i, ] 10 8 12 9
OThET L QUIOCS T ot e i eeeeeeeae e 1 ? ] ] 3 ] 7 10
- - - — _ .y —— ————
1 Inc L ding nersonal contributions Ly relatives ot friends not in houschold. or Ialrr transitionslly insured, cnd special sge-72 kneﬁclu .
* Exilades Teneficiarics who rereived their Lest benefit In Febru: Iy 1967 1058 pemenl ot Jesa.
O
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Technical Note*

The estimates presented here ave based ou data
obtaineq in the 1968 Survey of the Demographic
and  EKconomic Charvacteristics of the .\ged
(DECA), the second nationwide smvey unde.-
taken Ly the Soecial Security Administration
with the Burean of the (ensus acting as collec-
tion agent. Processing and tabulation operations
were performed by the Social Security Adminis-
tration. Questionnaive information was supple-
mented by selected data available from social
security records,

Survey Design

Nuwmiple design—The 1968 Suvvey of the Aged
utilized an already established sample suvvey as
the vehiele for obtzining sonte selected character-
ixties of uged persons, That survey, the Currend
Medicare Survey (CMS), offered ndvantages of
tineliness and economy.

The CMS sample consists of 4,500 persous
selected each year from a 5-percent statistical
sample of persons enrolled in the supplementary
wedical insnrance (SMI) program as well as a
small m mber of persons who are eligible only
for hospital insurance (1T). The 1968 Survey
of the ‘ged is basel on supplemental questions
on work: experience, income, assets, and living
arrangemnents meked of two CMS samples—tie
outgoing 1967 prnel and the rew 1968 panel.

The universe from which th~ CMS sample is
drawn ineludes all persons aged 63 and over
except those retired Federal emplayees who have
nol enroled vinder SMT {and who are not eligible
for HI benefits} and aliens admitted for per-
sanent residence but with less than 5 consecntive
vears f residence. Abo excluded are a small
nimber of persons not reached by either 11
or SM7y even after extensive envollmient efforts.
A«aof Decembier 31, 1967, the universe from which
the DECA sample was drawn consisted of 19.3

* I'rejared by I'atience Lauciat, Division of Retirement
il Survivoer Stadies, Ofice of JHexearch and Statisticos

For detailed deseription and dis-usston of the CMN
sanples see Jack Scharlf, “Current Medirare Sutrvey:
The Medieal Incirance Kawnple,” Soeial Scewrity Bullctin,
April MY and Health Foawean o Statistica, CM8 Nos,
1-12,
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million persons aged 65 and over in the United
States. It excluded approximately 95,000 Fed-
eral annuitants, 30,000 aliens, and a small number
of persons not envolled. The DECA sample con-
sisted of 9,128 persons of whom 8,248 were inter-
viewed.

To meet given sampling requirements iost
effectively and minimize coste of data collection,
the CMS sample is a multistage probability
sample (self-weighting) of persons aged 65 and
over within 103 primary sampling units (’SU's).

Several features of the DECA design distin-
guish it from the 1963 Survey of the Aged. As
DECA is a systematic sample of a universe Jist,
vaviability of estimates beyond simple random
sampling consists orly of that occurring because
105 PSU's were used. In the 1963 Survey, based
oh an area probability sample in su7 PSU's,
sampling variability consisted of both the vari-
ance between P’SU's and that arising from the
~lustering of houscholds within PSU’'s. Because
the 1968 sample is u systeratic sample of persons,
it is more eflicient than one of equal size based on
en area sample of households. Furthermore,
sampling from a wniverse list is likely to lead to
sigmificant improvements in coverage of the uni-
verse,

Intervicw unit.—The sample universe was made
up of jpersons aged 65 and over, but the Lasic
inferview unit for DECA was an “aged umit.”
As in 1863, it was defined as a married conple
living togcher with at least one spouse aged 63
ar older or a single pevson in that age gronp
who was widowed, divorced, living apart from
his (her) spovse, or uever married.

Data eollection—The field work was carried
out in late 1967 and in the first 2 months of 1968,
in conjunction with the monthly CMS interview-
ing progeam. ‘Fhe conditions under which the
demographic and economic supplements werve
adniinistered to the two panels were essentially
the same, with one exception. For the outgoing
panel, information in the demographic supple-
ment was oltained near the end of its interview-
ing period and the economic supplement data
after that period had ended. For the incoming
1908 panel, inforasation for both supplements was
obtained at the same time and early in that panel’s
interviewing period.

Mateh writh socitl sccurity recordi—To en.
hance the usefulness of DECA data in analyses

$OCIAL SECUMITY
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focused on program issues, information obtained
by interviews was combined with selected data
available frem the Master Beneficiary Record
{(MBR) nicintained by the Social Security Ad-
ministration. Becanse the swmple upon which
DICA 3s based was oviginally dvawn from Social
Security Administratior vecords, a social security
number was available for each person in the
sample. Thus a more divect matching technique
conld be used in matching with social security
records for DECA than was the ease in the 1963
Survey where the social security mumber and ve-
lated information was collected in the survey
process, with attendant possibilities of ervors.
Data frem both the intevview and henefit records
were used to establich beneliciary status for tabu-
lation pnrposes.

Matching the OMS samiples with the MBR was
relatively straight forward since the correct social
security number was on both the sample record
and the benelit record. Additional matching oper-
ations were 1ecessary in certain instances, liow-
ever., Sowne individuals had been assigned a new
muniber when they filed for Medicave eligilility
under the “deemed insuved™ provisions and were
later found to have had a number aheady as-
signed and to be receiving cash benelits by the
end of 1967, An OASDII record was found for
eVery person.

Searching the MBR for the «ponse of a person
in the sample was somewhat nore cumbersone.
Sowe  sponses’ vecords, »artularly those for
wives receiving bendfits on their hushand’s record,
were found during the search for the ~ample
person. But for other married couples, especially
when the spouse received a henefit on the basis of
hix ar her own earnings record, the operation
depended Dasieally on the reporting of their
socinl seenrity number on the interview schedule
or o several Soeial Security Administration files
to determine or validate account or elaims nnm-
bers, For come 230 of the 10600 mavried persons
in the sampley an individual MBR could not he
found for the sponse. In only 40 sample eases
i the inability to find the sponse’s henefit record
affeet the detailed classification of o marvied
rouple’s beneficiary status.

Estimation

Ine data presented in this article are based
on weighted counts of the sample population.

TIN, APRIL 1970
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The weight assigned to each individual ease was
constructed in the manner described lelow.

Nonirterview adjustment—No inferview in-
fovimation on demographic and economie charac-
teristics was available for 880 persons in the
sample, or 0.6 percent of the total. Therefore,
a nonitterview adjustment factor was assigued
to cach of the interviewed units. These factors
were determined on the basis of sex, age, three
broud periods when the OASDII benetits weve
first paid, and two broad monthly benefit amount
intevva's. DBecause of a possible differential in
the noninterview rate for each of the CMS sample
panels, the noninterview 1nflation faetors were
deterni ned for the two panels separately. Iur-
thermore, the adjustiment was made for tietro-
politan  (including  all  the self-represeisting
PSUs) and nonmetropoiitan PSU's separately.
The value of the largest fictor was 1.22 and tle
lowest 1.4, with the vast majority falling le-
tween 1.06 and L14.

Ruatis estimation—Although the CMS sample
panels are designed to be self-weighting, vatio
estitmaion was used in order to reduce sampling
variability ard utilize available data on charae-
teristics of the universe.

Counts of the popnlation aged 65 and over
who vere vesiding in the United States and en-
rolled for 111 benefits under Medicare were used
as the population controls. No adjustment was
made to include perxons oviginally excluded from
the universe from which the sample was drawn
{see the section on sample design on page 28).

Finid weighta~~The final weights were assigned
in tw) stages. The first stage reflects the distri-
Taition of the population aged 63 and over by race
and region: the second modifies the initial weights
o that the sample estimates add to the indepen-
dent control tetals for the total population by
agey cex, and race® With a saple of 9,125 cases
repreenting 1903 million persons aged 65 aml
over, the average weight for a sample pevson is
2,114,

Wlen both riembets of a married conple were

2 A of Decemler 31, 1907, the race of abont GOO.000
pessor g on the health fnsurance rolls was not known,
In establishing pepulation totals to which to Inflate the
DECA sample, the known figures for race were adjnsted
to Include these persons.

H4
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Tasle I—Number of aged units, by tyvpe and age, 1967

{1n vhousands?

Nonmisiried

|
Al g Married

|
Beneficiury status ! units couples
: Total l Men [Wonen
'

Apcd 65and owr.!ohﬂ,,i 15,774 5,653 | 9.°8%9 l 2,856 7.434
Seneficiaries. .. ... . 13,632 5,260 4 8,383 | 2,054 6,209
Regular ..., e - 12,446 49031 7,53 143 B.R0S
New sund special upe-32..., 1,188 35 | 85 1™ 704
Nonheucliciaries .. 2,146 i T3 14 In 1.425
Aged 6572, total \ 7651 34| 39011 9| 2,85
Beneficlaries . ... 6,358 3,060 3N 08 2,48
Regular... ... 3,405 2R 382 ™2 2,30
New and speciul age-? 413 | 278 134 43 91

Notbeveficlaries. . . ... 1197 52 614 133 47,
Aged 33and over, total. % 8§ 14, 23N i §888 1 Tt ] 4407
Beneheiaries O f T4 SN[ 8,057 | 1283 3,8
RegUint ... . . L I RIS R TR S WU TR Wt
Nuw and spectal uge-72 .7 w3l 9 opf | 82 | 612
Nontenchiclartes .. ... . i 850 M.‘i 164 ' 649

i

t Boneficdaries aze defined here as those wuits that he 1 ever reecived 8
wanthly ¢ish heuetit by the oot ¢ 3T, They are divide. Info 1wo groups:
(1) tep u'BE - - those W ho received their first benefitin January 1957 o7 earlier
and did not recelve their benefits uuder the transitional fhsured status and
Sepertal age-s 2 provisions, and (2 new " and “special are-327- those wha
reeefved thelr first Lenefitin Febraagy 1467 or tutee 2t wharecelved payraents
under the speclal age-72 provisions. Nouleneficiiries are persous who are en
rolled winter ! {edicure Lkt have never receives a cash henefit,

aged 63 or older and each member thus had an
equal probability of selection for the CMS sanaple,
onc-half the weight of the sample person was used
in the unit tabulations. When ordy one wember
of tlie conple was aged 65 ov older (so that the
unit did not have a double probability of w«lec-
tion), the full weight of the sample person wax
wxedd in tabulating units,

Table I presents the estimates of aged uaits
by type and age based on the DECN sample.
There were ahaost 16 million units, of whony just
over hall (32 percent) were aged T3 und over.
Nopnnoried women camprised the largest num.
her €7.4 million), Jolowed by 6.0 million niarried
couples and 2.4 million nomurred swen,

Reliability of the Estimales

Since the estimates presented hese ave basd
an sanple, they way differ somewhat from tlhe
fignres that would have been obtained from a
complete census based on the same sehedules, in-
stivetions, and interviewers.  Partienlar eam
shoubd be exercised in the irferpretation of fignres
based on relatively mall inmubers of cases as wel
as ) difterences betweon figures. As inoany
survey work, the results are subject to ervors of
response ancd nonreporting as well as sample
viviability,

”»
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The standard wrror is prinarvily a measur
sampling variability, that is, of the wvariat
that occur by chance because n sample rother
the entire population is swveyed. The cha
are ahout 68 out of 100 that an estimate from
sample wonld differ from a complete census fig
by less than the standard error. The chances
about 95 out of 100 that the differences wo
be less thau twice the standard error,

Tables I and III present rough approxin
tions of the standard error of varicus estimal
shown. The approximate standard errors a
based on CMS tabulations for ene year's pan
adjusted for the fact that DECA was twice
CMS sample size within the same PSUs Th
the approsimations® shown in the tables provid
aun indication of the o1 W of magnitude of th
staudard crrors for DECA data, not the precis
arvor of any specific estimate. Detailed estimate:
of standard errors based ou DECA data will be
included in the detailed report on the 1968 Suar-
vey of the Aged.

Nawmpling caviability of extimated anmbers—
The tigures in table 1T are rough approxiniations
of the standard ervor of estimates of aged units
and aged persons shown in this avticle, Tha in-
formation in this table ean be used i the follow-
ing way:

There were 1,210,400 married couptes with gty the
man working, Interpolatien from table B indicates
that the stahdard crror of an estimate of this «ze
is approximately 55,000, The chances are 6% out
of 100 that the results of a complete count wonbd unt
differ by rmore than 53,000 from the exthnale of
1.110000. The chances are 95 out of 100 that the
restlts of w0 complete ceunt wonld not have been
differeut from the exthingte Ly mare than a0
ttwlee the stiendard error).

Nampling caviability of estimated perecntages.
—The wlability of an estimated percentage,
computed by nsing scample data for both numera-
tor and denominator, depends on both the size
of the percentage and the size of the total on
which the percentage is based. Estimated per-
centages are relatively more reliable than the
corresponding absolute estimates of the numera-
tor of the percentage, particularly if the per
centage is darge (50 percent or greater).

3 Raseld op estimates shown In MHealth Diswranee
Nfatisfica, CMS No. 12, January 27, 1070,
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TasLe 11.-—Rough approximations of standard eirors of
estimated rumbers of aged units or aged persons (68 chances
out of 100}

IIn thousands]

Level of estimate

Standard error | Level of estimate }S(andurd error

17I 2,500 ... ... | 77
28 (| 3,500 . ! ]
36 [ 5,000, . ... | 100
37,800 .. 112
50 [ 10.000. . . ) 14
61| 12,500 0 . .. ! 110
70 | 15,0000 74
i

Table III shows rough approximations of
standard errors of estimated percentages of agel
units and aged persons. The figures in table II1
can be used as follows:

An estirnated 20 percent of nonmarried men received
lesx than 1,000 In total money income, Since the
base of this percentage Is 1954000--the number of
uonmarried men reporting on total income amount—
interpotation In table TIT shows that the estimated
standand error of the ¢stimated 20 percent Is approat-
mately 1.5 percent. The Minces are 6% out of 100
that a census would have shown the pereentage to be
in the range of 18 percent to €2 percent. The
chances are about 93 out of 100 that a census result
wotld not have differed from the sample estimate
by more than 3 percent.

Nawpling rariability of estimated medions—
DECA data provide estitiates of median income
as well as the corresponding distrilmtions, The
smnpling varability of an vstimated median de-
pends on the distribution as we,l as the size of
the base, An approximate method for measuring
the relinbility of an cstimated median is to dv-
termnine an interval abont the estimated median
within which there is a stated degree of confidence
that the trie median lies.

Tarrr NE—Rough approiraations of standard errors of
estimated pereentages of aged units or aged persons (68
chanees Hut of 100)
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Confidence limits of a median baseit on grouped
sample (lata may be estimatell as follows: (1)
Using the appropriate base, determine from table
111 the standard evvor of a 5C-percent character-
istic, (2) add to and subtract from 50 percent the
standard error determined in step 1, and (3) read
off the distribution of the claracteristic the con-
fidence interval for the median corresponding to
the two points established in step 2. A two-
standanl-error confidence limit may be deter-
mined by finding the values corresponding to 50
percent plus and minus twice the standard error
shown in table IIL.

The stridard errce of a median may be com-
puted as follows:

The median income of married couple beneficiarles
was $£3.199 (with the 3,602,000 married couples who
reported total money ineome used as the hase).

(1) the standard error of 50 percent of these couples
expressed as a petcentage Is 1.535, derived from table
I

(2) because one is usually interested in the coufi-
dence ioterval for the median at the two-standard.
crror level, it Iy necessary to add and subtract twice
the standard error cbtained in step 1: this proceture
vlelds limits of 46.9 aud 531

(3) since 46 percent of the benceficiary couples had
incomes lelow £3,000 ant 11 percent had incowes
between 23,400 and £3,000 the dollar vatue of the
lower limit may be found by Euear {interpolation
to he

»‘“‘nll”o-’fl"? X 2300 4 £3,000 = £3,00

Nince 46 pervent of the beneficlary couples had In-
comes below 3,000 and 11 pereent had incomes be-
tween 23,000 nnt 3,499, the dollar value of the upper
Hmit may be found by linear interpolation to te

31— 400 2500 + $3,000 = 23,323,

Thus, the c¢hances are about 93 cut of 100 that a
census would have shown the median to be greater
than £3,040 bt less than £3,323,

Confidence leecls of medians bosed on un-
grouped data—At the same time that the income
data were tabulated, approximate confidence levels
of the computed medians were obtained on (he
lasis of ungionped data, with the same general
procedures deseribed abave. Rince, at the time the
detailed computations were made, data were not
available on specific DECA variances, an adjust-
ment was made for the fact tha: DECA was not
a simple random sample. The adjustment was
based on considerations of the CMS sample de-
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sign and available varviance tabulations. Confi-
dence limits based on ungrouped data for selected
median incomes ave giv . in table IV. The figures
presented there were selected from calaulations
made for all the median incoine antounts hased
on DECA data. The confidence levels presented
in-table IV, although based on ungrouped data,
should be very close to those obtained by using
extrapolation of the generalized standard errcrs
presented in table 111

Nonsampling Errors

As inany survey, the DECA results ave -ubject
to crrers of nonresponse, incomplete response,

and misreporting, in addition to those of sampling
variability.

Nonreporting—Two sources of nenresponse
eirors exist-—noninterviews and refusals to be
mmterviewed. No interviews could he obtained
wlien a sample person was temporarily alient
during the data-collection time period; when
he had died; when the enumerator could not
locate his address; or when he had moved to a
nonsample avea. Furthermore, some respondents
refused to be inler\'ie\\'e(l at all. An adjustment,
described on page 22, was made for 880 noninter-
views in DECA,

Tabulations of MBR data for hoth respondents
and nonrespondents were prepaved. No differ-
ences related {o sex were found. Nonrespotdents

TatLe l\ — \pprn\mum sampling variability of sclected modnn income amounts for aged units or aged persons

Cluracteristics of units

Tota] nioney Income
Boneficiry units, .,
NopLeneficiary nnits.

Azert 65 T2
Azed 73 and over

Both worke Hiniws
Dl not work .

Bencficiary units
Trenmie other than GARDT,
Rotirement ivcerme, tot, 1 .
Retirement income other than OARDRYT |

Totil money Income
Foneficiary units,
Nenbenrfelary units.

Azed 68 720,
Ared v3andove

Workoed In 1967
D not work

Brene Aol wy units
It comie other lh an OASDINL.
Hotirement fheome, (ot
Retiement ihwu e other than OXSDLT,

Tetd maney fecone
Rereheinfy unite,. ..
Nunberefidhyry unite, |

Aped A8
Aged 73 an gaer.

Werked §n 1907
Phud not work.

Boiw ficiary unite
Intome piher than QASHNT,
Retirement fnceme, (o tal ..
Retirainent income other than OASD§Y

Confdence interval Nunbet of

Median I i
e Bt units (In
Incone thousatds)
€8 percent U3 percent
Married coupie
—— — - .
£3.953 | 43,902,006 | 83,230 3,490 ! [HIL
3w, 3193 3,000 3,338 3,f2
s21s | 453600 | 104620 | 55
3901 | 3.800-4,000 | 3,7500-4.087 2,630
2,818 2.712-2,%11 2,682,958 1,73
5,450 3,187-5.884 ] 1,653 6,301 542
2,621 2,504-2,693 | 2,505-2,748 2,74
)
1,50 ‘ 1,440-1,506 1,3%2-1,656 3,601
208 262,228 2,002,319 3,609
‘ %6 | 100 50 ‘ 360600 FRY)
]
‘ Nonmarried nien
e I e e
n 792 [ $1,631-0,782 | LN NS ! 1.8
1,607-1,384 16241, 1,61
a‘z | 1138058 | 10682, mo[ b
V9L LI ] | £31-1,944 4 o
1,612 ISR RIS NUA Nt ! 1,188
2,518 2,349-2,682 ‘( 21502 l 7
1,56 1470 1,50 | 1,413 1 V.Y
(1 62T #59 7vl ‘ 160
134 1 3311,43 1,560,871 1.672
125, ) 20 325 ) 1,672
)
Nonmarticd persons
$1,169 1 ”'m} 5,514
1,260 1348 B4
WS 1,080 ‘ '
LW 18 1 2.347
1,068 1,152 347
VA 2,30 w8
LAx 1,20 5,010
FRIRSS [R1%
1.5 1,002 .50
15-% 800
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tended, however, to be somewhat younger than
respondents, and a higher provortion of the non-
respondents were v hite. The distributions of men
and women by monthly benelit amount were very
sinmilar - for respondents and nonrespondents.
Slightly higher proportions of nonrespondents
had never received a cash heinefit or had received
their initial benefit more recently than respon-
dents.  But, generally, the differences between
rvespondents and nonrespondents were small,

Incomplete respenses—JFor some persons in the
sample, questicrnaires were only pardy com-
pleted, with the sections on demographic charac-
teristics and work experience more likely to be
completed than these on assets and income,

Ticomplete terponses to questions were handled
in 1 variety of suys, depending on the question.
Lvery effort (short of mechanical assignment of
values based on demographic characteristies) was
made to obtain for each schedule a total income,
built up from a detailed series of questions.?
Wihen liquid assets were reported, for example,
and there was no entry for income aceruing from
savings, income at the rate of 4 percent was re-
corded. 1f, on the othe. hand, the respondent
reported o most income items, especially socinl
seenrity benefits and private pensions, but made
no entry (of an amount, “none,” or “don’t know™)
for less common income sowrces, such as anem-
ployment insurance or individual annuities, e
correct entry was assumed to be zero,

Lexpanse evror—Misteporting, either throuyh
ignorance or design, also contributes to nonsam-
pling errors. In most cases the schedule entries
for income items are baged on memory rather
than secords aad in mos, cases on the memory
or knowledge of the sample person. The tendeney
to forget minor or irregul sourees of income
prohably contvibutes to underestimates of income.
Other errors of repotting vesult from misrepre-
sentation or misunderstanding of the scope of the
income concept. Nontresponse.., inelnding vefusais

CAn analysfs undertaken by the Burean of the Cen-
s that made Inlividnal assgnments of inome to non
respondents in the Carrent Lopulation Sursey resolted
In «lightly higher estimates of the propartion of fam nes
anel Individnals in the npper income clacsex than 1hose
obtaited from tha distribution based solely on those re.
forting fncome. Xee the Burean of the Census, Cwrront
Popntation Reports, Serles 160, No, 33,
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to answer questions dealing with certain types
of inccime, may be an even greater contributory
factor to underestin:ntes than tl - memory factor.

Another soutree of reporting ervor may occur
beeange an interviewer may record correct an-
swers improperly or misunderstand the intent
behind a question. 1owever, every effort is made
to kee] this source of error down to a mintmum
through training, internal consistenicy checks, and
constant supervision,

Validation of age and benefit-inconie reporting.
—The mateling of the MBR data with the inter-
view data provided an ofportunity to compare
the interview reports with the social security
benelit records for selected items of information
conmon to both sources. Although tle matehing
wes originadly conceived to enhance the data for
progeam analysis, 1t does provide some informa-
tion on accuracy of reporting. Two basic items
were cempared for purposes of editing the hasie
PECA file—age and benefit amount.

For about 300 of the 8248 DEC.A respondents,
the age reported in the interview was inconsistent
witlt that recorded on the MBR Ly more than 1
year. Generally, persons reportad themselves
younger in :he interview than on the MBR. TIn
an examination of a sulsample of the discrepant
casex wany appeaved to e interviewer or res-
powdent errovs—substituting age for year of birth,
for example, o1 transposing the ages of the cumple
person and the spouse. The small nmber of
errors exceeding 5 years were assumed to be ware
likely interview errors. Liecause of the procf-of-
age requirements for beneliciarvies, MBR vear of
birth was taken as corvect. If MBK infermation
on age was not available, the inferview informa-
tion was used to classify by age.

The leneftt income as reported in DECA rep-
resenfs a “hest estimate ™ on the basis o infor-
mation from both the <urvey and the MBR. Dif-
ferences of = $100 per person Lztween the benefit
record and vhe interview weie accepted as mateh-
ing reports and the intecview amount was ac.
cepted as the best estiri.de. {In many of these
within-teleravee  cases, respondents apparently
reported aetunl benelit 1eceived, exclnding the £3
monthly preminm per perion for Medicare. as of
19G7.)

For 1.670 of the 248 rrspondents, the amount
of the direrepancy in bensfit income between the

2]
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TasLe V.—Percent of aged units reporting amount of total
money incone by selected charecteristies, 1967

| Nonmarried
hue ot : Morried persons
Churucteristics of units coliples |- S e
\ Men \ Women
e i e e
All unjts . . | 7 88 i .4
Benefic azies. ‘ 1€ [ 82
Nonhei eficlarics. | & 12 88
Aged 672, ... Il 84 ] 82
Aged ¥l or over. ) B w7 | 83
Recelvl g private pension : 7 ‘\ w2 | 63
Not rociving private pension. , ) 88 | 84
Receivi 2 {iuhlic assiztance. . P P 95 | '] & 97
Not receiv]ug public assistance. ' ] 83} 8)
Momewwvners...... .. ... ... | 7" Bl i
Nonhotieowners.. ... ... { hi 89 RS
Living with relatives . Co \ Bl [ 88
Not living with relutives. .. ........ . HE s i 78
In(usti utjons. ... . . [ s Bl . 84
|

Attendod: k E ’
Flems ntary school .. . . .. ... | 82 ¥ ! a4
Wigh -chool . . .. 000 i w0l a2 )
Colleye Sl 59 | 63! Y

Keginn; | “ !
Northeast, . L0 L L . «® a ! %3
North Cenvral. o0 0 . .0 L T AT &2
Sonth ... L o | *5
West 0T T 7l Y a2

|

Urtun. ... ... .. - [N 73 81 Ml
Nenurhvan, oo Lo N W I}
White PR 4 " 84 Al
\rproard othetrsces LT 7] r | 96
Worked it 1967, .. ; e )
Did ot aork In 1967 A8 ! 1Y)

interview il MBR exceeded th.e $100 per person
tolerance, ranging from —$2,500 to 83,900, Of
ties2 cases, it is ext'mated that abont hali the
dizerepancies were within £00 and an additional
30 pereent had diserepancies brtween $£500 and
1000, Many of the disereprneies conld bz at-
tribute 1 to (1) enumerator or respondent arith-
wetic crrors i reporting the number of months
thie beaefit was received or the monthly benefit
amount, {2) a divoreed-wite beaeliciary recorded
on the MBR Iat not iu the househeld, or (3)
refusais (0 answer the income gnestions. For
approzyinaiety 80 percent of the cases, a reason
for the diserepancy conld be identilisd and coiree-
tive aciion taken. Most of the others wie vises
in whivh the discrepaney was less than {1,000,
For thse eases, the MBR data were taken as the
*hest ectimate™ of benefit income actually received.

Nomrcpmrting of total moncy incone nmount.—

Abont W pereent ef the aged wits in the DIECA
Survey did not provide aoflicient information on

M

amoun’, of income received from all sources to
enable the compotation of total money inenme.
The prportion varied fr a 25 percent for mar-
ried coaples to 19 percent for nommarried women
and 14 percent for nonmarried men.

Siated ('Oll\v?lb(.’l\, about &) percent made a
complee vepo.t on income received in 1967, in-
clrding thase who reported “none™ in one ar more
itetis. Table V presents comparative data for
tunits vith selected characteristics ou the extent
of repeting total money income. X move detailed
analysis of nonrespondents will be ineluded in
the derniled veport on the 1968 Swrvey of the
Aged.

Althiugh married couples and onmarried
persons” differ somewhat in reporting total money
income. 2t few generalizations can be made. Bene-
ficlery —ouples were more likely to report incorme
than 1 onbeneficinvy conples; there is no clear
differer e by OASDHI beneficiary status between
nonmat vied men and women, Older units (agred 73
and ove *) were slightly more likely fo veport than
yowige: units (aged 63-72). Uhnits not receiving
private aensions, units receiving public assistance,
nonhou rownets, units living with relatives, and
those wh less eduration (elementary and high

schoaol ‘ltcn(hnco) were mote likely (o n-port
fesporv’s rales were highest in the South and
lowest .n the Northeast, higher for nomnrban

areas tPnn for wiban areas, Rsponse rates were
higler “or Negroes ind other races than for white
wnits, tnits with no work experience in 1967
were mpre likely to report total money income
that, th-'se who had worked.

.\'nnr-‘lpm/ing of wuree of income—Nlthongh
sample bhersons may not have reported the amount
of incotie from various sources, they were less
relietart to veport whether ot not they received
neome {rom a partienlar sonrce.

Ior a1 aged unity, income from assets was “he
lenst will-vepovted, particularly that from in.
teredt and dividends Earnings were betier ve
portal Tat not as well as ofher incuime senrves,
Income 'from  public income-maintenane:  pro-
grms vas very well reported.

A moge detatled report on response rates, as
well ws'a statemen: on the comparabily' v of
DECN cata and otlier available data, wiil De in-
cinded i the final vepert on the 19638 Svprvey.
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